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fR TIFT if fffR ipS TTT5TT eft RTTlft t fsTRll % RfT TJ8RF HdHd TcOT 3 7T3T RTT R<& 
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RFT II—HTTg- 3—SR-73ir§- (ii) 

PART II—Section 3—Sub-section (ii) 

RTTrT TTTcFTT M4 h 4)' ( T^fT M4M4 ^ tfU'ebl ) SRT Wit fol* RIT RTftlfsicF 3TTc$T 3(k 3TfyJ4xHll( 
Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


f^rT M4H4 


(3Tif§rcfi csnf ) 

4 3FTRT, 2014 


STT.3TT. 2234.—RFUJ TTfRR (fsflWR) 3#ffWT, 1952 sft RKT 3 (2) UR t#lRRl4T R4 WI SRft fir 

THMfd, fRR h'dldd, 3TTfe fRRFT ^ 3TR^ rIr arfaftST, RKcflR y4»imlH<=b TlRT (ftfR : 82), 3RRR, RFUj RR1TT 
3TFTpT (Trqr.TTiT.Tf).) sft 9 ^TT^, 2014 3 3 ^ RRT?i I I 

[RT. R. 10/12/2014-tM] 


%. TRT. fR9T, 3TRT Rf%tR 


MINISTRY OF FINANCE 


(Department of Economic Affairs) 

New Delhi, the 4th August, 2014 

S.O. 2234. —In exercise of the Powers conferred by sub-section (2) of Section 3 of the Forward Contracts (Regulation) 
Act, 1952, the President is pleased to extend the tenure of Shri Ramesh Abhishek, IAS (BH : 82), Chairman, Forward 
Markets Commission (FMC), Mumbai under the Ministry of Finance, Department of Economic Affairs, for 3 months w.e.f. 
9th July, 2014. 


3150 GI/2014 


(5721) 


[F. No. 10/12/2014-CD] 
K.N.MISHRA, Under Secy. 
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( 3T5RSFT TJ^ fR*Ft ) 

E? f^rTT, 13 31W, 2014 

cFT.31T. 2235.—717TT7 tfifa Hdldd 3FJ7FFT TTcf %^T fERFT, tr^tf (7R ^ FTTUfik y<4l^nT ^ %T TUrPl) 
Iwrrarft 1976 ^fwr 10 ^Tqlwr (4) ^ 3 h^gi miPchj<*> 1 fw tiwt, HT.^.sr.-q., rp?i fi 

fontf 80 qf!rem 7i srfe grfNnM' ^ f^fl wtt ee %f t, u.d<^Ki 3#rgf%i?i t# t i 

[TT. 71. 13-10/2009-ftrt/286] 


MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE 


fel fw, 3R7 TTf^ra 


(Department of Agriculture Research and Education) 

New Delhi, the 13th August, 2014 

S.O. 2235.—In pursuance of sub-Rule (4) of Rule 10 of the Offcial Language (use for official purpose of the Union) 
Rules 1976, the Central Government, Ministry of Agriculture, Department of Agricultural Research & Education hereby 
notifies the Regional Research Centre, Rohtak of C.I.F.E., Versova, Andheri (W), Mumbai where more than 80% of staff have 
acquired the working knowledge of Hindi. 

[F. No. 13-10/2009-Hindi/286] 
VIJAY SINGH, Under Secy. 


Wl Tier mRc)H ebt"4IU| Mil Hi! 

( Tig l|Rc)H Fc^IUI ■fowl ) 

Ef ferr, 19 31W, 2014 

^JT.3TT. 2236—'MTOTfa M^cTTl 3Rqi^T, 2013 ^ *1T71 3E7 ^ TT-tfKl ( 1) £171 TR ?lfepff R 

6 H4M1, 2013 ^ FlTcffa PlP^cMI S/FlR fRTT Ri : 

TKdiK ^ ETTlTfa 31I^[S|^H 3##PTM, 1956 ( 1956 R 102) W\ EFT 3 ^Tq-EllTl ( 1) ^ 7°fe 
(73) W, 3 ^ 7 RU| R afp; 7 Mr fq^fq^FTTl/^FSzr f^FT f^felFPff £171 3FT TjfR, PdHPdRsId RfR R R 3#FJyRT ^ 

rt) ^ f(#r ^ fk Rf ^ 3 ifj[%ft tttfi tr r PddlPdd f^n ri t i 

3FT: 3M ^71 3#rfFFT ^TTl 3 Tq-tfRl ( 1) TFR 3FJ717U t}' 7I7R7 £R fir 717R7 <£ dcEldld 

W4 M'dldd ^ fREF 9 REfT), 1960 ^ SlfERJERI 7E3TT 34.311. 138 3 PdHPdPsId tM^ET fetr R?) t; 31s>lfcT:— 

3173 717347 .T^ERREfEIR 3>e4|U| Hdldd 3l[ f3413T 6 33R7, 2013 3ft 3#F^FTT WTl'ET.sn. 3325(33) 3f[7R7EF 
7131133 3 3Tf?F ypqpt^ F4T cETRtft ypqptd if pHHPdPteld 34 Ffei RFR 33«lfcT: 

sF. 71. f333f33FRl 34 313 PddlPdd 3373 fwi E7T cRpET 

39. RfF^7 Pd^dPcI^Idd m ^ ^Idld fw, ul4>7R 3W 3M7TT, ^ T7T 3TTF PlP^chd U71 PddlPdd 

7TT#5l, MWJ-Md, ^ ItW, RfaT37-795005 

40. -feEftf^fenEFl ¥f. 3T9opft ^TRR, yH7R, fem<P4<i 3lfF Ml^lsIwldNl, ^PdolRiil £171 PddlPdd 

3ffF qfechd MIsRH, W^Tl, fe#-110095 

[71. m. 11013/1/2013-HTT-f ■%)-1 (^171.11)] 
3TffcRT Pq^dlM, 31^7 7lf%R 

■MTc) ■fetxpjf) : fFTT 9 TWt, 1960 Tt ^I.31T. 138 ^ cl^T ElTcf ^ 7RTq R ^7^4 3#47J^RT y<ElPdd afl 3fl7 ^TlTcft^r 

3H^ra^H qf7T^(7FntFT), fg#q 31SH^1 ; 2013 (2013 ^FT ll) ^ 3lfFi TmfkRT fERT tri an I 
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MINISTRY OF HEALTH AND FAMILY WELFARE 
(Department of Health and Family Welfare) 

New Delhi, the 19th August, 2014 

S.O. 2236. —Whereas on 06th November, 2013, the Medical Council of India was re-constituted in exercise of the 
powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3 A of the Indian Medical Council (Amendment) Ordinance, 2013; 

And Whereas the Central Government, in pursuance of clause (b) of sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Indian 
Medical Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956) and as informed by the respective universities/health science universities, the 
following have been elected to be a member of the Medical Council of India for four years with effect from the date of issue 
of this notification. 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of the provision of sub section (1) of Section 3 of the said Act, the Central Government 
hereby makes the following amendment in the Notification of the Government of India in the then Ministry of Health number 
S.O. 138 dated the 9th January, 1960, namely: 

In the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Health & Family Welfare number S.O. 3325(E) 
dated the 06th November, 2013 and amendments thereto, after the last entry and entry relating thereto, the following shall 
be inserted, namely: 


S.No. Name of the University Details of the Elected Member Mode of Election 

39. Manipur University Prof. Y. Iboton Singh, Professor of Medicine, JN Institute of 

Medical Sciences, Porompat, Imphal East, Manipur-795 005 Elected by the Court 

40. University of Delhi Prof. Ashwani Kumar, Professor, Department of Microbiology, Elected by the Court 

University College of Medical Sciences, Shahdara, Delhi-110 095. 

[No. V. 11013/1/2013-MEP-I (Vol. II)] 
AMIT BISWAS, Under Secy. 

Foot Note : The principal notification was published in the Gazette of India vide number S.O. 138 dated the 9th January, 1960 
and was last amended vide Indian Medical Council (Amendment) Second Ordinance, 2013 (11 of 2013). 

Rf 20 ^T, 2014 

RR.3JT. 2237—RRfRT Wfa MRhRT RfR^RRllRR 3RRT^R1, 2013 Rf( RTR 3RT Rft RR- RTR ( 1) £ET RTR RlfRRRp RR 
RR^ fR fRRFF 6 2013 RKcfrR PrPRcRI RftR^RR ^h4cH fRRRJ RRI : 

afRRRfRR^R RRRtR RftR\3#lfRRR, 1956 ( 1956 RR 102) Rft RTR 3 RllRR-RTR ( 1) ^ 

(R) ^ RjROi R RFjf%RT HldR PhrIrH R RRRRT RR fRRpRR fRRRl 3Tp[ PdHPdPsId ^jfRR RR fR RftRJRRT ^ 

^TTft RH Rft fdf«T ^ RK RR? ^ RKRpR 3TFjf%TR RfRJR[^ R3RR RR R PdRlPdd fRRl RRI t I 

-3TcT: 3TR RRR RfRfRRR Rlt RET 3 R5[ RR-RKT ( 1) ^ RRRR ^ ^ RRRR W rrrr dcRIdld 

RRRR WI R7[ 1RR1R5 9 RRRTp 1960 R5( 3#RJRRT RTgR RR.3R. 138 3 PdHPdRsId RRllRR fRRJ RE) t; 3q«rfcT:— 

^TTTcT xpf^K 6 RRJR7, 2013 Rft RftRJRRT R7RRT RR.3R. 3324(R) R sffRR 

Rfsffe 7TR1 RRRRRt R fRRfufecT RR RfeT RTtTTR, 3qRfa : _ 

RRT R. RRTRR fRfRRRl RUHR fRRffRR RRRR RR ld<=K u l fRRfRR 

fF#RR $R RR R1R rIrRTI 

13. RfFRRRRTR RT. MU RUft, R1RT 8 R. RRft, Rfe, R%, RltrHRlcd, Rt^RTE PdRlPdd 

[R. Rp 11013/1/2014 -RR|r(-I] 
RT. RRR RldlWR, fwl RrfRTR (RR t ) 

RTR fiujuf) : fRRfRT 9 RRRTp 1960 ^ RR.3R. 138 ^ EIRT RTRT Rt RRRR R T]1»R 3#RJRET ERRfRTE Rft R| aft 3lk RTRTpJ 
3R^f%FRftRT,(7UftRR), feltR 3URTRR1, 2013 (2013 RR 11) R> RRR 3Tf%R RR RRTffEE fRRl RRI R1 I 
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New Delhi, the 20th lime, 2014 

S.O. 2237. —Whereas on 06th November, 2013, the Medical Council of India was re-constituted in exercise of the 
powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3 A of the Indian Medical Council (Amendment) Ordinance, 2013; 

And Whereas the Central Government, in pursuance of clause (c) of sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Indian 
Medical Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956) has conducted the election from the Registered Medical Graduate Constituency 
and the following has been elected to be a member of the Medical Council of India for four years with effect from the date 
of issue of this notification. 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of the provision of sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby makes the following amendment in the Notification of the Government of India in the then Ministry of 
Health number S.O. 138 dated the 9th January, 1960, namely: - 


In the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Health & Family Welfare number S.O. 3324(E) 
dated the 6th November, 2013, after the last entry and entry relating thereto, the following shall be inserted, namely:— 


S.No. Name of the Registered Medical 
Graduate Constituency 

Details of the Elected Member 

Mode of Election 

13. West Bengal 

Dr. Nirmal Maji, Santa 8 No. Basti, New Town More, 
Burnpur, Asansol, Bardhaman 

Elected 


[No. V. 11013/1 /2014-MEP-I] 
Dr. SANJAY SHRIVASTAVA, Dy. Commissioner (ME) 


Foot Note : The principal notification was published in the Gazette of India vide number S.O. 138 dated the 9th January, 1960 
and was last amended vide Indian Medical Council (Amendment) Second Ordinance, 2013 (11 of 2013). 


Hinrl, taiei 3flT Mictaldcb famm 

(nwPi f^wt) 

( RRRHt RHR! ) 

7 2014 

cFJ.3JT. 2238—RlRTfa RR43 (WTT) Mw 1988 4 ^ TR IWT (5) ^ ^ TnRfrR RHR3 

TJTTSR1 RRRT t fe f^PT dlsjlM ^ fwi Rl# 3 RtJ t, ^ wl<£d RR RtJ t :— 

RUR. dls^R R. RRC^ RPl dl^'O^Jlf) RR RTR R RRT Wt4 RIRRT RR RT RT R (RFT/ 

fdfR 'spf/W SFJRFT) : 


1. 4752673 


2. 4752976 


3. 4755376 


20140703 


20140708 


20140715 


444104 RPR 

R. R. 43-Rt, RTtRT d' It tl-S, 

RRRfl RR, .3TMTRWRR, 

4)14 H dl-641006 

faRdfl sj'cRddHd W %. 

2/206A, RfrdMIdRH RTR, 3TRPTfRJ 
W, RiMIdRH, 

RRRH^-641302 

^R^ "RR Rp: yU=KR 
RR RRt R 614/3B, dWoMIddH, 
J l u mfdMld4H W, RRRTgR RTRjRT, 
Pd^RR641605 


fRRR#T RtRRZ 


cpd 4 4 RR RR 
(Ljcpdd'd fad Id RR 
^ 3TR1RT) 

fjcpdd'd RR RR 
(4^d44 fRRRT RR 
R 3TRIRT) 


IS 8034 :2002 


IS 14543 :2004 


IS 14543 :2004 
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sF.FL dl#H FT. ##d FTFF # dl##F# FTT FTWqFT 
fFpai#/W 


^TTTcft^T "FFW FTT FT# 'FT FT FT ( FTF/ 

SFJFFT) : ^ 


4. 4758180 


5. 4758079 


6. 4757885 


7. 4757784 


8. 4757986 


9. 47578685 


10. 4758584 


11. 4760268 


12. 4760369 


20140721 


20140721 


20140721 


20140721 


20140721 


20140722 


20140722 


20140728 


20140728 


## # Ft ^ tj# 

FTrf F7F FT 327/1, W* F#, 

A F-T. MlddH WF, 3K<*=M FT# 
####TTFm TF^FT, #5-638506 

## 3FWF 5FTf#FT (3#) 5T#F 
%f#5, F7T FFT FT 222, #T# FFF, 
WTFTFJTF, 
4)WH^-641036 

## 55 5TFF ikiW FT# 

5.FT. 1A, Ff#F F#FT #1 5, 
#5-638003. 

## W#FT (#55T) ¥I#F %. 
MI54HMrdl FTF, 4HKI4HMM4H, 
F|FJF TFFJF7, #5^7JT-641659. 


## Ft Ft F?T F^T ##FT 
F7TF7F7T 153, FTF, 

#feFFT F#F Tt5, 
3TTWrW4F, 4,1 FM41-641006. 

## W#FFT #T WTTTOFT 
#55T W#%f#5 
665/1, =bldN<i (# FT#), 
#FTFTFT#, #14^-641048. 

## #571 #f#F FT# 

459, <=blH<M F#, 

Pd6 ^1-641604. 

## F; # FT] kdl^H FT# 

FT 28, #TF#T Fl5, 

#F^T-638751 


# W IS 14543 : 2004 

(##FTF #RFFT W 
# 3TFIFTT) 


^Klfdch pFfpTFTT# WT# IS 7620 : Part 1: 
FFFFFF-FTF 1-THlPcJch 1986 
F# ^T^T FTT5F 


##T# # W IS 14543 : 2004 

(##55 f#TFFT W 
# 3TFTT5T) 


cRT P# WF F55FT IS 15778 :2007 
#FF5 WIFSTT # fFR 
<=krllRd<£d WtfFWT 
FFTTFT55 (FT)##FT)) 

FTsTF 

##T# # W IS 14543 : 2004 

pHH/d W 

# 3TFIT5T) 


FFT^FFTF FTFTF, 


IS 2347 :2006 


4F4lP(-FP5T (fTTFFT 5Flf), IS 4964 : 2003 
#1 (f#5) F# dPlFH 


f#JF yPd^lMH #%F; IS 9537 (Part3): 
5Tf#F-FTF 3-FRsF F5 1983 
FTT5T f#JF 3F## cilPdchl 


## F3#FFFT Ft oft Fit WFT 

7/79 (1), STFFTFTFTJ FTPPFf, 
=hV54HMM4H, #TFTF^F W, 
5F5TgTJF (# FT#), 
chldMdl-641109. 


#FFFT 3TF# # fFR IS 4985: 2000 

WTTfepTF # # FT) 

WFT 


[FT. FT) P)T 51/13 : 11] 
F?T. FT#WT, #TTfPPT ‘ F# F# TF^T 
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MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(Department of Consumer Affairs) 

(BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS) 

New Delhi, the 7th August, 2014 

S.O. 2238. —In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of the regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian standards (Certifica¬ 
tion) Regulation 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licence particulars of which are given 
in the following schedule. 

SCHEDULE 


SI. Licence Grant Date 
No. No. 

1. 4752673 20140703 

2. 4752976 20140708 

3. 4755376 20140715 

4. 4758180 20140721 

5. 4758079 20140721 

6. 4757885 20140721 

7. 4757784 20140721 

8. 4757986 20140721 

9. 47578685 20140722 

10. 4758584 20140722 


Name and Address (Factory) Title of the Standard IS No. Part/ 

of the Party Sec. Year 


M/s. Texsub Pumps 
D. No. 43-B, ShobaNagar Road, 
Elango Nagar, Avarampalayam, 
Coimbatore-641006 

M/s. Bisleri International Pvt. Ltd. 
2/206A, Velllipalayam Village, 
Alangombu (P.O.), Mettupalayam, 
Coimbatore-641 302 


Submersible Pumpsets 


Packaged Drinking Water 
(other than Packaged 
Natural Mineral Water) 


M/s. Jai Food Products 

SF No. 614/3B, Goundampalayam, 

Ganapathypalayam (Post), 

Palladam (TK), Tirupur-641 605 

M/s. KPT Prithvi, 

SF No. 327/1, Main Road, 

T.N. Palayam Block, Arakkan Kottai, 
Gobichetipalayam Taluk, 

Erode-638 506 


Packaged Drinking Water 
(other than Packaged 
Natural Mineral Water) 

Packaged Drinking Water 
(other than Packaged 
Natural Mineral Water) 


M/s. Iatome Electric (I) Pvt. Ltd., 
SF No. 222, Netaji Nagar, 
Nanjundapuram Road, 
Ramanathapuram, 
Coimbatore-641 036 


Diagnostic Medical X-ray 
Equipment-Part 1: General 
and Safety Requirements 


M/s. Jai Water Treatment Company Packaged Drinking Water 
D/No. 1 A, Pumping Station Road 5, (other than Packaged 
Erode-638 003 Natural Mineral Water) 


M/s. Watertec (India) Pvt. Ltd. 
Paduvampali Village, 
Vagarayampalayam, Sulur Taluk, 
Coimbatore-641 659 


Chlorinated polyvinyl 
chloride (CPVC) pipes for 
potable hot and cold water 
distribution supplies 


M/s. PPM Aqua Industries Packaged Drinking Water 

SFNo. 153, Krishnarayapuram Village, (other than Packaged 
Premier Industrial Estate Road, Natural Mineral Water) 

Avarampalayam, Coimbatore-641006 


M/s. Primex Home Appliances Comestic Pressure Cookers 

India Pvt. Ltd. 

665/1, Kalapatti (Via.) Vellanapatti, 

Coimbatore-641048 


M/s. Friends Knitting Company Textiles-Vest, Cotton, 

459, Kamaraj Road, Plain Knitted 

Tirupur-641 604 


IS 8034:2002 

IS 14543:2004 

IS 14543:2004 

IS 14543:2004 

IS 7620: Parti: 
1986 

IS 14543:2004 

IS 15778:2007 

IS 14543:2004 

IS 2347:2006 

IS 4964:2003 
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SI. Licence Grant Date 

No. No. 

Name and Address (Factory) 
of the Party 

Title of the Standard 

IS No. Part/ 

Sec. Year 

11. 4760268 20140728 

M/s. AKC Plastrusion Company 
No. 28, Kaithamalai Road, 

Uthukuli, Tiruppur-638 751 

Conduits for electrical 
installations : Part 3 Rigid 
plain conduits of insulating 
materials 

IS 9537 (Part 3): 
1983 

12. 4760369 20140728 

M/s. Aquarius PVC Pipes 

7/79(1), ArasamarathuThottam, 
Kondayampalayam, 
Thennamanallur (P.O.), 
Thondamuthur (Via), 
Coimbatore-641109 

Unplasticized PVC pipes for 
potable water supples 

IS 4985:2000 


[No. CMD/13:11] 
M. SADASIVAM, Scientist ‘F’ & Head 


kfkd?, 7 34T74, 2014 

47T.3JT. 2239—4174?4 41447 ^JTT (WH) f¥w 1988 R fa[444 5 R ( 6 ) 44 3 ^ 7 RU| 4 4174?4 

4T44742JTT TT^gRT 3#77[f44 477411 fe f4R fac|<u| 414 dl^M 471 44R 374? k 417?7I ^ T^/RlfRT 477 f541 441 f :— 


47.71. dl^fa 71. 41^77417? 47T 447 4 441 74f44 f47tr 44 / 71 ; %tt tjit 7^4^471 fclffa 

7ft WTqJ- k 3774?4 47^/4474 74475 4174?4 

44147 47T 4?ft?47 


1. 

4597485 

4717? dhlhfad kdT? Pdfak 

TRft 44 74°? f4441f4;, 34^44/ 

30-07-2014 



4 210/C, 1^41 4147?, 7k, 

f4T744717?-4p41 7*4 ^471474, 




^<rdl<*lfad, rdt?uj,7-638111 

IS 1417:1999 


2. 

4599186 

Tftnr? dhlhfad kdT? Pdfak 

414? 44 414? f4441p;, 34^44/ 

30-07-2014 



4 210/C, TJrRTl 4T47?, #k 7k, 

f4744717?-4p41 7*4 7J5TT474, 




^<rdl4>lfa<rl, Rrt? l -y i <-638111 

IS 2112:2003 



[4. 74 44 41/13 : 13] 


4J7. 714114144, %lf447 ‘447’ 44 TgTsT 

New Delhi, the 7th August, 2014 

S.O. 2239.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (6) of the regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certifica¬ 
tion) Regulation, 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licence particulars of which are given 
below have been cancelled/suspended with effect from the date indicated against each : 

SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

Licence 

No. CM/L- 

Name & Address of the Licensee 

Article/Process with relevant Indian 
Standard covered by the licence 
cancelled/suspension 

Date of 
Cancellation 

1. 

4597485 

M/s. Thangamayil Jewellery Limited 
No. 210/C, Muthiah Towers, 

Erode Road, Vellakovil, 

Tiruppur-638 11 

Gold and gold alloys, jewellery/ 
artefacts-fineness and marking 

IS 1417:1999 

30-07-2014 

2. 

4599186 

M/s. Thangamayil Jewellery Limited 
No. 210/C, Muthiah Towers, 

Erode Road, Vellakovil, 

Tiruppur-638 111 

Silver and silver alloys, jewellery/ 
artefacts-fineness and marking 

IS 2112:2003 

30-07-2014 


[No. CMD/13:13] 
M. SADASIVAM, Scientist ‘F’ & Head 
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Llilld-UM ftk Ul^frlcb ft71 Oftldil 

ft fftTTft, 18 314771, 2014 

cFT.3ir. 2240.—ftftftl 717447 ft dldftd '4s? 
3444441 ftftl ftft I fftl dfadHI^ 7U4 ft ftftft ft 4ftft 7141 
4141 ftftTW-TTftrft-ftft 4ftftft MfftlsH ft %4;ftfe44 
3TPTd 4) I lift d ftfftft ft £171 ft4I 4IS44ITS4 fftft Tift 
ftftft; 

Sift, 4ftt4 717447 ft Tift IISIdlsH fftlft ft y4Md 
ft fft 4s? 3444441 yfllfl ^TcTT ft ft ft7ft ft*! ft ft 1171 ft 
34144 31^41 4 ftftl ft 3f[7 fftlft 444 MljjMdljH fftR 
4114 44 47414 ft, 44414 41 3lfftll7 41 3lftT fftn 41T; 

314: 314, ftftftl 717447, ftftfd44 3 ft 7lf44 41S444S41 
(^[fftft 3M4HI ft 3lf4447 44 Slftl) 3#rf444, 1962 (1962 
44 50) ft 414 3 41144-4171 ( 1) 1R1444 ftftft 44 4414 
drift 741, 471 , *jfft 4* 44414 4) 3lf4d?K 44 3lftT 4)74 4) 
3144 34414 4ft 41441 417ft ft; 

4ftf ftft, ft 444 SFjTjft ft' crf% ^fft ft fdd44 ft, 
471 417teT ft, fftlft 471 3lfft7J441 ft ^44 4174 ft 71444 
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6 

0 

09 

10 


256 

2 

0 

00 

40 


256 

7# 

0 

01 

00 


256 

7# 

0 

06 

75 


256 

1 

0 

00 

40 


255 

79; 

0 

05 

00 


255 

1^ 

0 

02 

40 


255 

1#1 

0 

02 

00 


255 

17ft 

0 

01 

60 


255 

1# 

0 

01 

00 


255 

19 ; 

0 

03 

05 


253 

l 

0 

11 

50 


253 

2 

0 

00 

40 


252 


0 

30 

50 


242 

3 

0 

13 

15 


242 

2 

0 

00 

40 


242 

1 

0 

02 

20 


241 

2 

0 

16 

20 


241 

1 

0 

10 

10 


M<ni : 


TF9 


93.#teFp9T 

14 

1# 

0 

01 

85 


14 

19 ; 

0 

16 

00 


15 


0 

17 

10 


17 

2 

0 

03 

50 


17 

1 

0 

12 

30 


16 

19 ; 

0 

01 

00 


61 


0 

07 

50 


62 

l 

0 

00 

70 


63 


0 

17 

10 


76 . 9^7 
















5734 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: AUGUST 23, 2014/BHADRA 1, 1936 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 


60 

1 

0 

13 

30 


58 

m 

0 

03 

20 


57 

i 

0 

05 

10 


57 

2 

0 

14 

20 


76 

2 

0 

23 

10 


76 

1 

0 

00 

40 


45 

211 

0 

03 

00 

94. 3HH4HI4>I4>444>H 

145 


0 

06 

10 


146 


0 

02 

90 


144 

2 

0 

02 

00 


143 

3# 

0 

09 

80 


143 

3T2 

0 

09 

90 


143 

27ft 

0 

00 

95 


143 

2 # 

0 

00 

40 


149 

1 

0 

00 

60 


150 


0 

17 

00 


159 

1 

0 

09 

40 


158 

2 

0 

07 

60 


161 

2 

0 

18 

00 


161 

1#2 

0 

00 

40 


174 

IT 

0 

03 

80 


174 

1 # 

0 

00 

40 


173 

IT 

0 

02 

00 


173 

1 # 

0 

04 

10 


173 

2 

0 

09 

00 


177 

2 

0 

00 

40 


177 

1 

0 

14 

30 


178 

1#2 

0 

01 

80 


191 

1 # 

0 

15 

40 


1 % 

1 # 

0 

07 

30 


1 % 

IT 

0 

08 

00 


197 


0 

00 

40 


207 

1T1 

0 

06 

00 


206 


0 

13 

45 

95.H4p4d J W 

47 

5 

0 

07 

30 


47 

6 

0 

01 

85 


47 

4#1 

0 

04 

65 


47 

4#2 

0 

03 

50 


47 

4T 

0 

03 

10 


47 

3 

0 

10 

45 


47 

2 

0 

03 

95 


76 

1 

0 

15 

50 


77 

1 

0 

05 

40 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 


68 

1 

0 

09 

20 


68 

2 

0 

14 

20 


79 

2 

0 

01 

15 


67 


0 

07 

65 


85 

1 

0 

09 

00 


85 

2 

0 

11 

00 


86 

2 

0 

07 

60 


86 

1 

0 

01 

70 


86 

3 

0 

07 

00 


86 

4 

0 

02 

55 


87 


0 

01 

80 


88 

2 

0 

14 

80 


88 

3 

0 

21 

20 


107 


0 

00 

40 


96 

1 

0 

11 

35 


96 

2 

0 

18 

00 


308 


0 

33 

30 


Moil : 


39. SEFpftft 

3 

3 

0 

21 

30 


4 

1 

0 

12 

80 


4 

4 

0 

00 

40 


4 

2T 

0 

03 

60 


4 

2 # 

0 

07 

45 


4 

3 

0 

13 

50 


33 

4# 

0 

06 

25 


33 

3# 

0 

00 

40 


32 

2T 

0 

03 

00 


32 

1 

0 

09 

90 


32 

2 # 

0 

01 

90 


32 

4 

0 

04 

40 


18 


0 

01 

00 


31 

1 

0 

08 

10 


31 

3 

0 

01 

20 


31 

2 

0 

08 

10 


31 

7 

0 

04 

70 


30 

1 

0 

04 

75 


20 

2 

0 

04 

30 


20 

3# 

0 

02 

20 


20 

37ft 

0 

07 

60 


[TT. 74. 3TR-25011/10/2014-3TI.3TT7. I] 
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MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 

New Delhi, the 18th August, 2014 

S.O. 2240.—Whereas, it appears to the Central 
Government that it is necessary in the public interest that 
for the transportation of Liquefied Petroleum Gas from 
Ennore to Madurai Via Chengalpattu, Pondicherry(UT) and 
Trichy, a pipeline should be laid in the State of Tamil Nadu 
by Indian Oil Corporation Limited. 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government 
that for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is necessary 
to acquire the right of user in land under which the said 
pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is described in 
the Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroteurn and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) 
Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the 
said schedule may, within twenty one days from the date 
on which copies of the Gazette of India containing this 
notification are made available to the general public, object 
in writing to the acquisition of the right of user therein for 
laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri V. Manikandan, 
Competent Authority, Land Acquisition Officer Indian Oil 
Corporation Limited, For Petroleum Pipeline Projects, Plot 
No. 14, Jayaprakash Street, V.G.P. Nagar, Rajajipuram, 
Tiruvallur. Tamil Nadu - 602 001. 

SCHEDULE 


Taluk: Ponneri District: Tiruvallur State : Tamil Nadu 


Name of the 

Village 

Survey 

No. 

Sub 

Division 

No. 


Area 


Hec¬ 

tare 

Are 

Square 

Meter 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

43. Atthipattu-11 

354 


3 

38 

40 


9 

1A 

0 

01 

10 


9 

1 B1A 

0 

00 

40 


6 

3 

0 

10 

10 

141. Puzhidhivakkam 

153 

10 

0 

10 

80 


155 

10D 

0 

08 

00 


155 

10C 

0 

10 

50 


155 

10B 

0 

06 

10 


155 

10A 

0 

06 

00 


155 

5 

0 

11 

50 


154 

2C2 

0 

05 

35 


154 

20 

0 

01 

75 


154 

3B1 

0 

01 

30 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 


154 

3A2 

0 

02 

40 


154 

3A1 

0 

03 

70 


175 

2B5 

0 

09 

60 


175 

1B2 

0 

02 

70 


175 

2B3 

0 

01 

10 


175 

2B4 

0 

00 

40 


175 

1A5 

0 

Of 

50 


175 

1A3 

0 

08 

50 


175 

1A2 

0 

08 

90 


169 

3 

0 

06 

50 


169 

1 

0 

01 

00 


168 

2 

0 

00 

40 


168 

1 

0 

00 

80 


167 


0 

03 

65 


166 


0 

07 

10 


164 

4A 

0 

07 

40 


164 

4B 

0 

05 

80 


162 

1A 

0 

01 

10 


163 

2 

0 

08 

50 

140. Neithavoyal - 11 

10 

2A2 

0 

00 

40 


9 

3 

0 

00 

40 


9 

2 

0 

00 

60 


9 

1 

0 

30 

00 


7 

1 

0 

10 

10 


8 


0 

05 

40 


22 


0 

•15 

70 


27 


0 

42. 

50 


26 

1 

0 

06 

20 


84 

3 

0 

03 

40 


84 

2 

0 

03 

20 


84 

1 

0 

02 

85 


85 

2A2 

0 

05 

80 


85 

2 A1 

0 

03 

25 


85 

1 

0 

00 

50 


540 

2 

0 

00 

40 


540 

1 

0 

03 

50 


891 


0 

02 

45 


541 


0 

10 

30 


542A 


0 

01 

60 


544 


0 

07 

90 


549 


0 

20 

00 


550 


0 

06 

30 


553 

2 

0 

07 

50 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 


553 

1 

0 

14 

00 


75 

1B2 

0 

00 

40 


554 


0 

09 

65 


75 

1B1 

0 

05 

20 


589 

2 

0 

02 

20 


75 

1A 

0 

03 

40 


589 

3 

0 

22 

20 


139 


0 

00 

45 


586 


0 

25 

25 


72 

5A 

0 

04 

50 


603 


0 

13 

00 


72 

5B 

0 

01 

10 


585 


0 

11 

60 


72 

3A 

0 

00 

40 


583 

2 

0 

21 

20 


72 

4 

0 

03 

70 


583 

1 

0 

12 

50 


71 

2 C 

0 

04 

30 


582 

1 

0 

07 

50 


220 

2B 

0 

00 

40 


582 

2 

0 

09 

15 


220 

2A 

0 

03 

90 


832 

4A 

0 

03 

80 


220 

IB 

0 

07 

85 


832 

4B 

0 

01 

54 


220 

1A 

0 

01 

85 

92. Vayalore - II 

2049 

7 

0 

57 

60 


222 

1 

0 

02 

10 


2049 

6 

0 

09 

90 

96. Thottakadu 

48 

1C 

0 

11 

25 


1456 


0 

18 

80 


48 

IB 

0 

16 

65 


1457 


0 

18 

00 


48 

1A 

0 

06 

80 


1400 


0 

00 

85 


48 

2A 

0 

00 

70 


1394 

2 

0 

02 

20 


49 

3 

0 

00 

80 


1394 

1 

0 

03 

20 


49 

2 

0 

10 

80 


1392 

2 

0 

07 

20 


49 

1 

0 

9 

90 


1391 

2 

0 

14 

25 


50 


0 

8 

85 


1383 


0 

15 

00 

97. Vellappakkam 

3 

2 

0 

03 

10 


1384 


0 

09 

60 


2 

3 

0 

00 

40 

139. Kalpakkam 

150 


0 

18 

00 


1 

3 

0 

09 

70 


149 

2A 

0 

03 

00 


1 

2 

0 

01 

10 


148 

2A 

0 

00 

70 


1 

1 

0 

17 

60 


148 

2B 

0 

06 

25 


18 


0 

14 

40 


148 

1 

0 

06 

20 


17 

2 

0 

12 

80 


147 

2 

0 

03 

60 


17 

1 

0 

07 

10 


147 

1C 

0 

08 

50 


52 

2 

0 

04 

40 


147 

IB 

0 

01 

80 


52 

1 

0 

05 

50 


142 

2 

0 

01 

20 


53 

1 

0 

12 

90 


142 

3 

0 

06 

60 


54 

9A 

0 

05 

20 


142 

IB 

0 

04 

30 


54 

9B 

0 

00 

60 


142 

1A 

0 

05 

90 


54 

6 B 

0 

00 

40 


135 

IB 

0 

00 

40 


54 

7 

0 

04 

90 


135 

1A 

0 

03 

40 


54 

8 

0 

00 

40 


141 

2 

0 

07 

20 


54 

6 C 

0 

02 

60 


141 

1 

0 

04 

35 


59 

15 

0 

01 

80 


105 

1C 

0 

00 

40 


59 

14B 

0 

01 

45 


75 

2B 

0 

04 

50 


59 

14A 

0 

00 

85 


75 

2A 

0 

04 

50 


46 


0 

01 

95 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 


44 

3B 

0 

08 

40 


268 

7A1 

0 

06 

50 


44 

3A 

0 

00 

40 


268 

5 

0 

10 

10 


44 

1 

0 

06 

70 


268 

6A3 

0 

00 

70 


45 

1 

0 

02 

15 


268 

6A2 

0 

00 

40 


43 

2B 

0 

01 

95 


268 

6 A1 

0 

00 

40 


43 

2A 

0 

00 

55 


268 

4B 

0 

08 

00 


40 

2 

0 

06 

70 


268 

4A 

0 

02 

70 


40 

1 

0 

09 

50 


268 

3B 

0 

05 

40 


41 

5 

0 

07 

00 


268 

3A 

0 

02 

50 

98.Nalur -1 

6 

5 

0 

00 

40 


268 

2 

0 

09 

00 


6 

4 

0 

M 

30 


336 

IB 

0 

00 

40 


6 

3C 

0 

02 

90 


269 

6 

0 

03 

70 


6 

3B 

0 

01 

65 


269 

4B 

0 

09 

50 


6 

3A 

0 

02 

25 


269 

3C 

0 

02 

45 


6 

1 B1 

0 

00 

40 


269 

3B 

0 

03 

30 


6 

1B2 

0 

10 

40 


269 

3A 

0 

02 

70 


6 

1A3 

0 

00 

40 


269 

1 

0 

00 

65 


6 

2A 

0 

02 

40 


334 

1C 

0 

08 

75 


6 

1A2B 

0 

00 

40 


334 

IB 

0 

11 

50 


7 

1B2 

0 

05 

50 


333 

2 C 

0 

08 

10 


7 

1B3 

0 

03 

20 


333 

2A 

0 

00 

40 


7 

1A1 

0 

M 

00 


333 

2B 

0 

09 

50 


7 

1B1 

0 

00 

45 


332 

1 

0 

03 

00 


7 

1A2 

0 

00 

40 


280 


0 

26 

60 


7 

1A3 

0 

00 

40 


303 

7 

0 

00 

40 


8 A 

5B 

0 

11 

70 


302 

7 

0 

18 

75 


8 A 

5A 

0 

02 

00 


302 

5 

0 

00 

40 


8 A 

2A 

0 

00 

40 


302 

4 

0 

02 

00 


8 A 

2B 

0 

04 

20 


302 

3 

0 

02 

90 


8 A 

3A2B 

0 

01 

80 


302 

2B5 

0 

02 

30 


8 A 

3A2A 

0 

05 

40 


302 

2B3 

0 

02 

70 


8 B 

1 

0 

03 

80 


302 

2B1 

0 

00 

40 


11C 

11 

0 

00 

40 


302 

2B2 

0 

02 

10 


11 C 

8 

0 

08 

00 


302 

IB 

0 

03 

80 


11 C 

9 

0 

01 

00 


302 

1A 

0 

03 

50 


UC 

3 

0 

03 

85 


299 

1 

0 

36 

00 


11 C 

4B 

0 

M 

65 


299 

2 

0 

03 

00 


11 C 

5 

0 

04 

85 


300 

5 

0 

09 

50 


11 C 

6 

0 

M 

50 


300 

6 

0 

00 

40 


UC 

7 

0 

02 

25 


300 

3 

0 

07 

85 


338 

5 

0 

02 

90 


300 

2 

0 

9 

40 


338 

6 

0 

04 

00 


300 

1 

0 

5 

75 


268 

7A2 

0 

02 

50 

78. Anuppampattu-II 

312 

5B 

0 

01 

45 
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(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

312 

5A2 

0 

17 

00 


456 

12 

0 

01 

00 

313 

5 

0 

01 

35 


456 

11 

0 

03 

30 

314 

6 A 

0 

13 

50 


456 

6 

0 

04 

70 

314 

2 

0 

7 

80 


456 

8 

0 

03 

90 

314 

3 

0 

00 

40 


456 

7 

0 

01 

60 

314 

1A 

0 

06 

00 


456 

1A 

0 

00 

40 

314 

IB 

0 

01 

45 


456 

IB 

0 

07 

35 

315 

2 

0 

04 

40 


452 

6 

0 

14 

25 

315 

5 

0 

03 

60 


452 

IB 

0 

00 

40 

315 

3 

0 

00 

45 


452 

2 

0 

19 

20 

315 

4 

0 

06 

40 


452 

5 

0 

00 

40 

316 

8 

0 

08 

00 

99. Vannipakkam 

188 

2 

0 

11 

70 

316 

7 

0 

09 

40 


9 

2 

0 

08 

30 

317 

1 

0 

00 

40 


9 

3 

0 

10 

65 

2 % 

3 

0 

01 

20 


12 

1 

0 

07 

50 

296 

IF 

0 

00 

50 


11 

5 

0 

05 

60 

2% 

1G 

0 

11 

40 


107 


0 

08 

10 

2% 

2 

0 

00 

40 


108 

2 

0 

09 

40 

297 

6 

0 

07 

20 


108 

1 

0 

09 

00 

297 

8 

0 

06 

85 


91 


0 

19 

80 

297 

7 

0 

03 

20 


92 


0 

09 

55 

300 

IB 

0 

02 

55 


136 

11 

0 

00 

45 

299 

4 

0 

05 

20 


135 

2 

0 

13 

00 

299 

2 A1 

0 

01 

80 


135 

6 

0 

00 

60 

299 

2A2 

0 

05 

25 


135 

3A 

0 

04 

00 

299 

3A 

0 

08 

80 


135 

IB 

0 

11 

50 

299 

3B 

0 

00 

40 


135 

1A 

0 

05 

40 

299 

2B 

0 

05 

00 


134 

6 

0 

07 

80 

459 

6 

0 

18 

75 


134 

3A 

0 

04 

70 

459 

3 

0 

08 

70 


134 

3B 

0 

04 

70 

457 

13 

0 

00 

40 


134 

2 

0 

10 

30 

457 

14 

0 

00 

40 


133 

4 

0 

23 

00 

457 

12 

0 

09 

00 


122 

1A 

0 

03 

15 

457 

8 B 

0 

03 

45 


122 

IB 

0 

00 

40 

457 

8 A 

0 

03 

15 


123 

6 

0 

08 

80 

457 

5B 

0 

01 

90 


123 

4 

0 

10 

10 

457 

6 

0 

00 

40 


123 

2A 

0 

10 

50 

457 

5C 

0 

00 

40 


123 

3 

0 

01 

70 

457 

4 

0 

00 

40 


123 

1A 

0 

03 

30 

457 

5A 

0 

01 

80 


123 

IB 

0 

05 

25 

456 

15 

0 

02 

50 


126 

3A 

0 

03 

40 

456 

16 

0 

05 

00 


126 

2A 

0 

02 

20 

456 

14B 

0 

06 

85 


130 

10D 

0 

01 

65 
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(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) (1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

130 

1C 

0 

02 

60 

219 

11 

0 

00 

40 

130 

1A 

0 

03 

10 

219 

12 

0 

M 

00 

130 

IB 

0 

00 

55 

219 

14 

0 

02 

20 

77. Amur -II 299 

11 

0 

06 

85 

219 

13 

0 

M 

40 

299 

12 

0 

00 

40 

219 

15 

0 

00 

50 

299 

10 

0 

02 

70 

219 

7 

0 

08 

90 

299 

9 

0 

02 

35 

219 

3 

0 

03 

45 

299 

7 

0 

08 

00 

219 

2 

0 

03 

80 

299 

6 

0 

M 

35 

219 

4 

0 

M 

00 

299 

5 

0 

M 

00 

219 

5 

0 

02 

00 

299 

4 

0 

M 

00 

217 

7 

0 

00 

40 

299 

1 

0 

02 

60 

217 

8 

0 

10 

60 

298 

3A 

0 

00 

40 

217 

11 

0 

01 

10 

297 

7 

0 

07 

50 

217 

9 

0 

01 

60 

297 

2A 

0 

08 

10 

217 

10 

0 

M 

80 

297 

1 

0 

06 

70 

248 

1 

0 

00 

60 

296 

2E 

0 

00 

60 

250 

6 

0 

11 

35 

2% 

2D 

0 

01 

50 

255 

1A 

0 

13 

15 

2% 

2B 

0 

00 

40 

252 

5B 

0 

08 

80 

2% 

1 

0 

00 

40 

253 

4 

0 

02 

10 

307 

3 

0 

05 

50 

253 

3 

0 

17 

00 

295 

6 

0 

08 

00 106. Jaganathapuram-11 377 

3 

0 

15 

40 

294 

3 

0 

05 

40 

377 

2 

0 

01 

20 

294 

2 

0 

05 

00 

377 

1 

0 

01 

00 

294 

1 

0 

10 

70 

376 

3 

0 

15 

45 

235 

6 

0 

M 

70 

376 

2 

0 

02 

95 

235 

5 

0 

03 

40 

376 

4 

0 

10 

80 

235 

3 

0 

00 

85 

376 

1 

0 

01 

30 

235 

4 

0 

13 

65 

381 

3 

0 

03 

60 

235 

1 

0 

02 

00 

381 

2 

0 

07 

20 

242 

3 

0 

15 

85 

381 

1 

0 

09 

00 

242 

6 

0 

03 

45 

382 

3 

0 

03 

90 

242 

5 

0 

06 

00 

382 

2 

0 

06 

60 

242 

4 

0 

05 

55 

382 

6 A 

0 

03 

00 

241 

11 

0 

03 

40 

385 

3 

0 

07 

75 

244 

8 

0 

06 

50 

385 

2 

0 

04 

55 

244 

9 

0 

05 

30 

385 

1 

0 

08 

20 

244 

12 

0 

00 

40 

386 

5 

0 

M 

70 

244 

11 

0 

01 

40 

386 

6 A 

0 

08 

50 

244 

10 

0 

M 

20 

386 

12 

0 

05 

55 

244 

2 

0 

07 

50 

386 

10A 

0 

06 

00 

244 

1 

0 

09 

70 

355 

IOC 

0 

11 

40 

219 

16 

0 

01 

45 

355 

10B 

0 

06 

50 
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(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

355 

10A 

0 

05 

10 


290 

1A1 

0 

02 

30 

355 

8 C 

0 

00 

85 


286 

2 

0 

08 

25 

355 

8 B 

0 

02 

00 


286 

1A 

0 

15 

70 

355 

8 A 

0 

M 

70 


286 

IB 

0 

00 

90 

355 

1 

0 

07 

20 


259 

6 

0 

11 

90 

351 

11A 

0 

03 

45 


259 

5 

0 

08 

00 

351 

11B2 

0 

02 

80 


259 

3A 

0 

00 

40 

351 

11 B1 

0 

02 

60 


259 

2 

0 

01 

85 

351 

10B 

0 

03 

10 


261 

2 

0 

06 

30 

351 

10A 

0 

03 

20 


261 

1 

0 

05 

30 

351 

6 

0 

03 

00 


256 

5 

0 

02 

40 

351 

3 

0 

02 

70 


256 

6 

0 

09 

10 

351 

4 

0 

02 

90 


256 

2 

0 

00 

40 

349 

12 

0 

06 

40 


256 

7B 

0 

01 

00 

349 

11 

0 

02 

50 


256 

7C 

0 

06 

75 

349 

10 

0 

01 

85 


256 

1 

0 

00 

40 

349 

9 

0 

03 

80 


255 

7A 

0 

05 

00 

350 

3A 

0 

02 

35 


255 

IE 

0 

02 

40 

350 

3B 

0 

05 

25 


255 

ID 

0 

02 

00 

350 

1 

0 

01 

50 


255 

1C 

0 

01 

60 

347 

6 

0 

01 

70 


255 

IB 

0 

01 

00 

347 

8 

0 

00 

40 


255 

1A 

0 

03 

05 

347 

7 

0 

05 

50 


253 

1 

0 

11 

50 

347 

3E 

0 

03 

25 


253 

2 

0 

00 

40 

347 

2 

0 

06 

75 


252 


0 

30 

50 

345 

4B 

0 

03 

60 


242 

3 

0 

13 

15 

345 

4A 

0 

03 

45 


242 

2 

0 

00 

40 

345 

3 

0 

06 

15 


242 

1 

0 

02 

20 

345 

2A2 

0 

06 

60 


241 

2 

0 

16 

20 

344 

5A 

0 

00 

70 


241 

1 

0 

10 

10 

344 

5B 

0 

02 

40 

Taluk: Uthukkottai District: Tiruvallur State: Tamil Nadu 

344 

2 

0 

01 

50 

93. Kottakuppam 

14 

IB 

0 

01 

85 

344 

3 

0 

06 

00 


14 

1A 

0 

16 

00 

300 

8 B 

0 

05 

70 


15 


0 

17 

10 

300 

9 

0 

01 

55 


17 

2 

0 

03 

50 

300 

8 A 

0 

02 

50 


17 

1 

0 

12 

30 

300 

2B 

0 

01 

00 


16 

1A 

0 

01 

00 

290 

1D3 

0 

01 

55 


61 


0 

07 

50 

290 

1D2 

0 

03 

30 


62 

1 

0 

00 

70 

290 

1D1 

0 

01 

35 


63 


0 

17 

10 

290 

1C1 

0 

18 

40 


60 

1 

0 

13 

30 

290 

IB 

0 

15 

90 


58 

1A1 

0 

03 

20 

290 

1A2 

0 

10 

65 


57 

1 

0 

05 

10 


76. Thachur 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 


57 

2 

0 

14 

20 


76 

2 

0 

23 

10 


76 

1 

0 

00 

40 


45 

2D 

0 

03 

00 

94. Annadanakaka- 

145 


0 

06 

10 

vakkam 

146 


0 

02 

90 


144 

2 

0 

02 

00 


143 

3B 

0 

09 

80 


143 

3A2 

0 

09 

90 


143 

2 C 

0 

00 

95 


143 

2B 

0 

00 

40 


149 

1 

0 

00 

60 


150 


0 

17 

00 


159 

1 

0 

09 

40 


158 

2 

0 

07 

60 


161 

2 

0 

18 

00 


161 

1B2 

0 

00 

40 


174 

1A 

0 

03 

80 


174 

IB 

0 

00 

40 


173 

1A 

0 

02 

00 


173 

IB 

0 

04 

10 


173 

2 

0 

09 

00 


177 

2 

0 

00 

40 


177 

1 

0 

14 

30 


178 

1B2 

0 

01 

80 


191 

IB 

0 

15 

40 


1 % 

IB 

0 

07 

30 


1 % 

1A 

0 

08 

00 


197 


0 

00 

40 


207 

1A1 

0 

06 

00 


206 


0 

13 

45 

95. Madavilagam 

47 

5 

0 

07 

30 


47 

6 

0 

01 

85 


47 

4B1 

0 

04 

65 


47 

4B2 

0 

03 

50 


47 

4A 

0 

03 

10 


47 

3 

0 

10 

45 


47 

2 

0 

03 

95 


76 

1 

0 

15 

50 


77 

1 

0 

05 

40 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 


68 

1 

0 

09 

20 


68 

2 

0 

14 

20 


79 

2 

0 

01 

15 


67 


0 

07 

65 


85 

1 

0 

09 

00 


85 

2 

0 

11 

00 


86 

2 

0 

07 

60 


86 

1 

0 

01 

70 


86 

3 

0 

07 

00 


86 

4 

0 

02 

55 


87 


0 

01 

80 


88 

2 

0 

14 

80 


88 

3 

0 

21 

20 


107 


0 

00 

40 


96 

1 

0 

11 

35 


96 

2 

0 

18 

00 


308 


0 

33 

30 

Taluk: Tiruvallur 

District: Tiruvallur 

State: 

Tamil Nadu 

39. Ayalcheri 

3 

3 

0 

21 

30 


4 

1 

0 

12 

80 


4 

4 

0 

00 

40 


4 

2A 

0 

03 

60 


4 

2B 

0 

07 

45 


4 

3 

0 

13 

50 


33 

4B 

0 

06 

25 


33 

3B 

0 

00 

40 


32 

2A 

0 

03 

00 


32 

1 

0 

09 

90 


32 

2B 

0 

01 

90 


32 

4 

0 

04 

40 


18 


0 

01 

00 


31 

1 

0 

08 

10 


31 

3 

0 

01 

20 


31 

2 

0 

08 

10 


31 

7 

0 

04 

70 


30 

1 

0 

01 

75 


20 

2 

0 

01 

30 


20 

3B 

0 

02 

20 


20 

3C 

0 

07 

60 


[F. No. R-25011/10/2014-0.R.-I] 
PAWAN KUMAR, Under Secy. 
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SR 34? fpJFTTT TTRTRTR 

u|fRR4, 11 3TUTR, 2014 

RTT.3TT. 2241.—'444 TOR, R)4r|(1 UR 44TT 
3#TfURR, 1948 (1948 RU 34) 4) U1TT 91-RT 4 TTTU Rfeu 
URT 88 1RT RRR 5(1 fad 4 RU W1 RU[4 fT t!,d<£KI Il3l4dl 
t4r Rife, TRUTRT 4 RUTOTR/TURUTUf 4 fURfiRT RUpRTfTRT 
RTl fU 3TfufURU 4 !TR4 u 4 TU y<TM <=h<dl ill RT tgZ, 
3#RJER1 RTTTt 44 4) Ul4n 4 RRT r 4 4t 3TRfU 4 %T RT^ 
44i 

2. trr rr DHidfoid rt 4 4 aruk t; arufa^ :- 

(1) TJcffcRT TUTUUT f4n4' d>4dl<l PURlPud t, RRT ifatWT 
#4, f4n4 rtr r>4riRr7 4 ut>t sfk urutu 
P ttellR RT44 

(2) 4 Tfa ftr 4, <u4dl(l TRR 3TfufURU 4 3TUk 
441 TTTjfRUTT yi'-d =h<d <6*4 fatURU RTU 4 PrR R fU 
3#rjur ret 4 M ^ 4 ■g^u 44 47 URter 4 ^ 

TTRR 3P*KhY 4 3TTUR R? TRUE 4 RTU f; 

(3) TRT 3TRfU 4 %T, Rfa Rff SffWT RTUT 4 %T 
RT tJRT 4, 4 R RITE u4 f4E RHRl; 

(4) ERR RUTTRTR/TUEGT RU fURTRRT T7T 3TRfU 47 RTRU 
fURR 4?ET T7T <UKtelH/TUEGT TT ERR RfufURE 

(f44 TOT TER OTOTTTRR RRfU ROT UR t) TTRTTuTU 
ut 4)41 Ptr/Poti, 44 ir 4* 3t 4 447 f4f4ife4f uf4u 

TUT Rf Rt4et4 UR 4eT (TTTUEH) fufURE, 1950 4 
3 tu7u t4 err 3TRfu r4 rtrr 441 RUfuR 4141 41; 

(5) fOTU TET ERR Ru7r 4 T1RR 4uT RfufkOT r 4 UET 45 
47 OT-UET (1)4 3TU7u f4fRR f4ET URT Rt| fu4URT 
RT fuuu RU TE fufER RTfURTR RTff 3EU UTRRl; 

(i) RRI 44 u4 UU-RR1 (1) R URlU, RUU 3RfR 

u4 rru 41 uf luRfl fuuTu u4 fufufeuf u4 

URUTfqU URU ul yUNHl4; STURT 

(ii) RT srfufufTRU RR4 ^ UR1 UUt 4 fe RRpRRl 
TTUR RlUT (UTURU) MuRR, 1950 TRT 
RUT-ar4fUU iPdGR 3 t 4 3Tfq#Jor ^UU 3TRfR ^ 
%R ui UT 4 RT u4l; RT 

(iii) RT STfufufTRU RR4 RT RRRIUT4 fe RrNtrI, 
fuRfRRT trt 14t RT tu rurtI r 4, f4u^ 
RRRRUR TR STfRTJRUT ^ STUlU 41 UT t41 

4, URTR 4 4k RUg UR 4 RTU RU TRTTR RUT 
^STT 4 RT U41; RT 

(iv) RT 3Tfuf4fTRU RR4 ^ RRTRUT4 fo TU 3TRf4 
RT 4lUU, RR TRR RTRTRTU RT URR 4 STfufURR 
RT TRRR R^R 4, 44 4GTT TRRRT RU 3TJRTRR 
Puri urt rt rt url, PiMprifeici rtt4 rr4 4 

%R URTRU TtUT:- 


(RT) RRTU RT 3TRFT fURRTRT 4 STRUT RRUT 
fRT RT T4 4)41 RTURTRl 4 f44 SMTIRd 

f44URT RT 3UR RRRt 4 3TTRRRRT UTRURT 
t; STURT 

(TR) 44RUTU RT STTUFT PurIuRi 4 3Tfu4tUT4tU, 
1 rt 41 RTETsn4, UUTRUT, RURIuIR RT 3UR 
RfUTTT 4 fRRU 41 TfRR TTRR RT r 4?T 
RTTUT STR TU4 RUl4 4 RT 3T4UT RTTUT 
1% rt cRptdRT 4 fURfRU sflT RUT? ^ 

4ur 4 4rTur 44 ^trt, r1%rt 34t 3ur 
ttrt4r, 44 1u4urt rt 3ur rtut4 4 
TTR8T RT^R r4 3t4 TUr4 R4UT Ru4 4 RT 
441 uturr4 4144 4 3ttrtrrt ttrtt 4 ti; 

RT 

(U) RUTU RT STTUFT PiRlURi r 4, TTT4 3Tf4RTRf 

rt 4rrt 41, rt 44 fe4l ^rf4r 41, 4 
44 rttttrtu, tutrut, rrrIrtrrt surrHutt 
4 RTRT RTTU;, RT fRRRRT RTTU RU (jPRd(JRd 
RUUU t f4 rt rt4rt 4 t, r4ut RURT; rt 

(U) 44 RTRTRt 4, UUTRUT, RilRldR RT SPT RfUTT 
4 u4 URf441 TfUTUT, HTRT, RTl RT -3UR 
RTRTRT 41 URTRT 4 rR RURT RT T3TUT 
RUT; 

(T 7 ) RUT-fUUlfTR 3UR 444' RU r4u RURTI 

(6) fRfu4RT/fUU4lRTTUT 4 RTRR 4, RRTR TRR: TT Tl 
UTTURl STk RR UR RfRWT r 4 4^ TTgfRR TTTRUT 

41 sr^ufR 44 44i 

[4. UTT-38014/12/2014-U)R.UTT-I] 
3TRRRf4RT, 3TRT TTfRR 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 11th August, 2014 

S.O. 2241.—In exercise of the power conferred by 
Section 88 read with Section 91-A of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government 
hereby exempts the regular employees of factories/ 
establishments of Rourkela Steel Plant, Rourkela from the 
operation of the said Act. The exemption shall be effective 
for a period of one year from the date of issue of notification. 

2. The above exemption is subject to the following 
conditions namely:— 

(1) The aforesaid establishments wherein the employees 
are employed shall maintain a register showing the 
name and designations of the exempted employees; 

(2) Notwithstanding this exemption, the employees shall 
continue to receive such benefits under the said Act 
to which they might have become entitled to on the 
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basis of the contributions paid prior to the date from 
which exemption granted by this notification 
operates; 

(3) The contributions for the exempted period, if already 
paid, shall not be refundable; 

(4) The employer of the said factory/establishment shall 
submit in respect of the period during which that 
factory was subject to the operation of the said Act 
(hereinafter referred as the said period), such returns 
in such forms and containing such particulars as were 
due from it in respect of the said period under the 
Employees’ State Insurance (General) Regulations, 
1950; 

(5) Any Social Security Officer appointed by the 
Corporation under Sub-Section (1) of Section 45 of 
the said ESI Act or other official of the Corporation 
authorized in this behalf by it, shall, for the purpose 
of:— 

(i) Verifying the particulars contained in any 
returned submitted under sub-section (1) of 
section 44 for the said period; or 

(ii) Ascertaining whether registers and records 
were maintained as required by the Employees’ 
State Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950 for 
the said period; or 

(iii) Ascertaining whether the employees continue 
to be entitled to benefits provided by the 
employer in cash and kind being benefits in 
consideration of which exemption is being 
granted under this notification; or 

(iv) Ascertaining whether any of the provisions of 
the Act had been complied with during the 
period when such provisions were in force in 
relation to the said factory to be empowered 
to: 

(a) require the principal or immediate 
employer to him such information as he 
may consider necessary for the purpose 
of this Act; or 

(b) at any reasonable time enter any factory, 
establishment, office or other premises 
occupied by such principal or immediate 
employer at any reasonable time and 
require any person found in charge 
thereof to produce to such inspector or 
other official and allow him to examine 
accounts, books and other documents 
relating to the employment of personal 
and payment of wages or to furnish to 
him such information as he may consider 
necessary; or 

(c) examine the principal or immediate 
employer, his agent or servant, or any 


person found in such factory, 
establishment, office or other premises 
or any person whom the said inspector 
or other official has reasonable cause to 
believe to have been an employee; or 

(d) make copies of or take extracts from any 
register, account book or other document 
maintained in such factory, establish¬ 
ment, office or other premises, 

(e) exercise such other powers as may be 
prescribed. 

(6) In case of disinvestment/corporatization, the 
exemption granted shall become automatically 
cancelled and then the new entity will have to 
approach the appropriate Government for exemption. 

[No. S-38014/12/2014-SS-I] 
AJAY MALIK, Under Secy. 
13 3HTTH, 2014 

HIT.BtT. 2242—^^4 TILTH, TAHITI TUH HtHT 
3lfferfWT, 1948 (1948 HH 34) Hit HR! 91-HI HI TTTH HfeH 
HTH 88 BTT HHHT HTfteHT HU OTT HH?t fT 4,dd£RI 

%. TIcBHIH, HtTU HI -TKTsIHl/THFBTsiY hY ftefHH 

<t4hiPhY nit bt srfHfwr hY hh4h ^ tub Hite ii HB 

3#rjhhi Hift Hit Lifter ^4 lb h 4 te sten hY 

Bi^tenti 

2. BHH LB PHHfdted HTH? HI 33HtH f; BTHfa 

(1) ■'goffer ththhi term Hrtenft fteffte t, hb iPhur 
tent, ftem lb wh Btenttef b lth afn wi 

(2) bt sb ^ nt?t ib Btenft bhh 3iferfteH hY srqte 
fRlt TRjfHHB HFH BT4 F4dH>l HB Hi 4 HTT 

3#[ijhht lkt nt M ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ TfRter ft ^ 
TUB BBHBt HI 3TTHTT HT HBBT B HT?t f; 

(3) LB HPH 3THfH B fHB, HfH Bt^ BrfHBH HBH ift fBT 
HT 1JB B, HT H H1HTT Bit fBT HTTpft; 

(4) BHH HiKtelH/BIPBl HH PhRMT BTT 3THfH Hit H1HH 
ftete HtTB BH BTTBB/THTHH HT BHH 3#lfHHH 
(ftteBT4'BT^HHHBBHH3BlfHBBHHTt) HBfHB 
HT i^Tfr fHHTftef, fft HTBH H aftT %lt Pi Hdftefl TlfBT 

4ht te Btenft tfh ten (ttthibt) ten, 1950 hi 

3THfH BH BHH 3BlfH Hit HRH Bit BTffBH BHt 4t; 

(5) fBTH BTT BHH <t4h|( 1 TFHH #HT BrfsrfHHH Hit HITT 45 
Hit BH-H17T ( 1) hY BTHtH fBJHH fBHT HHT H^ fHTtSTB 
HT fWT HH BT teHH HTfHHIH B^ 3HH HHHlft; 

(i) HTT1 44 Hit BH-HH1 (1) ^ BTHtH, BHH BIHfH 
Hit HTHH ft Hf fBTTt fHHBT Hit MbIW HH 
TEHlfHH BTH B HHUBUt; BHHT 
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(ii) Eg- R74 4 t44rt 4 f4 <=b4^l4 

TIRE 44n (777m7R) Mwf, 1950 'gTTT 

RS71374f4r 714447 3t4 37f44f72T EE7T Suffer 4 

%T T77 41 4 ET El4; ET 

(iii) E? 37f4f4477T E7R 4 y4MHl4 f4 =b4=7l(l, 
PdilNch £171 f£E TT EE ElEET 41, f47l4 

^TT 37f47[EET 4 37E4 4 El t4 

il, eee 4" sfrr E7g ee 4 tie ei eei 

f 3TT 4 El 7777 ) ■ 717 

(iv) E? 37f4fEf47E Ee 4 4 y4NHl4 f4 E77 37 = 74 } 
4 471E, EE EEE cbKTsjH 4 71EE 4 37psrfWT 
4 eeee EfE 4,44 f44f eeeeT ee 37jjqiEE 
Phdl EEI El El i4), PlMprlfelcI =bl4 <=h<A 4 

%T 77EEE 4e1:- 

(E7) EH1E FT 3T17FT pHEM* 4 37EE1 E17E1 

f4 ^ e 4 44t EH440 4 f44 3Mpl<7d 
f44%R7 ft 3737 eeet4 stteeee hhsmi 

t; 37 EEI 

(ET) 44 EEFT FT 37FFE PheW 4 37fEEtElEtE, 
fe4l diktelH , 7E1EE7, =bl4d4 FT 3EE 

4477 4 Ikkl 41 4 ee wi E7 e4e 
E 7E7 sfk E774 TTHlfr 4 Es? 3 t 4^T E7E7 
f4 ee ^rfet4f 4 IeeIee 37 k ee^ 4 
trie 4 7TePee 44 eeti, Ef44 37 k 37^7 
etetsIe, 44 1e71ee> ft 3737 eeettI 4 

7E7E E77J7T Ek 37 k EE41 ETlSTl E17E 4 ET 

441 ElEEETl 4 f44 4 3TPTRR TREE 11 ; 

FT 

(E) TTRTT El 37T7FE Ph4n<7i 41, E7l4 37pEEElf 

777 eer 41, ft 44 4r4t ^tIrtt 41, 4r 
44 =hK7s)H, 7E1EE1, ET#TE FT -37^7 '4477 
4 EIE1 ETE, EE PcUHHH e 4 EE ^PEdijEd 
EE7E t f4ET <7,Hdl4 t, ETiEl EER7; El 
(E) 44 chK-tsIH, TEIEE, EddldE FT 3EE 4477 
4 t4 ee; f44 44 r7, 44u , ^4 ft 3tr 
<Wl4d 41 RR7T 4tK ^TRT FT ^57H 

<rldl; 

(^) R27Tf44f4T 37^7 ^ipcRil! R7 WI RTTTI 

(6) f4Pl4^l/fH J l41 c h<u| 4 F7 r4 4, 77SI ^ 75R: 7^ 4 
ttttt4 rr ft 44wt 41^4^ uyPdd titre 
41 37^44 44 44i 

[4. tE7-38014/08/2012-T7f-T4-I] 

37RE 44R7, 37E7 77f4E 


New Delhi, the 13th August, 2014 

S.O. 2242.— In exercise of the power conferred by 
Section 88 read with Section 91-A of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government 
hereby exempts the regular employees of factories/ 
establishments of Hindustan Newsprint Ltd., Kottayam, 
Kerala from the operation of the said Act. The exemption 
shall be effective for a period of one year from the date of 
issue of notification. 

2. The above exemption is subject to the following 
conditions namely:— 

(1) The aforesaid establishments wherein the employees 
are employed shall maintain a register showing the 
name and designations of the exempted employees; 

(2) Notwithstanding this exemption, the employees shall 
continue to receive such benefits under the said Act 
to which they might have become entitled to on the 
basis of the contributions paid prior to the date from 
which exemption granted by this notification 
operates; 

(3) The contributions for the exempted period, if already 
paid, shall not be refundable; 

(4) The employer of the said factory/establishment shall 
submit in respect of the period during which that 
factory was subject to the operation of the said Act 
(hereinafter referred as the said period), such returns 
in such forms and containing such particulars as 
were due from it in respect of the said period under 
the Employees’ State Insurance (General) 
Regulations, 1950; 

(5) Any Social Security Officer appointed by the 
Corporation under Sub-Section (1) of Section 45 of 
the said ESI Act or other official of the Corporation 
authorized in this behalf by it, shall, for the purpose 
of:— 

(i) Verifying the particulars contained in any 
returned submitted under sub-section (1) of 
section 44 for the said period; or 

(ii) Ascertaining whether registers and records 
were maintained as required by the Employees’ 
State Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950 for 
the said period; or 

(iii) Ascertaining whether the employees continue 
to be entitled to benefits provided by the 
employer in cash and kind being benefits in 
consideration of which exemption is being 
granted under this notification; or 

(iv) Ascertaining whether any of the provisions of 
the Act had been complied with during the 
period when such provisions were in force in 
relation to the said factory to be empowered 
to: 
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(a) require the principal or immediate 
employer to him such information as he 
may consider necessary for the purpose 
of this Act; or 

(b) at any reasonable time enter any factory, 
establishment, office or other premises 
occupied by such principal or immediate 
employer at any reasonable time and 
require any person found in charge 
thereof to produce to such inspector or 
other official and allow him to examine 
accounts, books and other documents 
relating to the employment of personal 
and payment of wages or to furnish to 
him such information as he may consider 
necessary; or 

(c) examine the principal or immediate 
employer, his agent or servant, or any 
person found in such factory, 
establishment, office or other premises 
or any person whom the said inspector 
or other official has reasonable cause to 
believe to have been an employee; or 

(d) make copies of or take extracts from any 
register, account book or other document 
maintained in such factory, establish¬ 
ment, office or other premises, 

(e) exercise such other powers as may be 
prescribed. 

(6) In case of disinvestment/corporatization, the 
exemption granted shall become automatically 
cancelled and then the new entity will have to 
approach the appropriate Government for exemption. 

[No. S-38014/08/2012-SS-I] 
AJAY MALIK, Under Secy. 

9|f559t, 19 34979, 2014 

414.314. 2243.—'44f41%717f 3t5713117 59914 
(9%5 74729T T37TQ75T/^fkqT37T/36077 4( 349%9 415 %4 %') 
( till'd yPdkiH 4( 99 %' 745f%9) 9 4,%4l(l 9f4S4 f%f4 

s%7 99 %% 3999 3#riwr, 1952 (1952 49 19 ) (y^yo'd 

3TpHfd4H tp'H %' 745f%9) 9% 449 17 4ft 39-949 ( 1) 4f 
IsUg; (41) 4f 349%9 7^ 7% %5 311%59 f9194 t I 

2. 3%7 "44145 ^4 747997 41 f44T7 4 3451519 44 44 41 

444 4 444 yPdtdH 41 4f4®4 f%f9 f%99 444 34f9f%99 4ft 
919 6 4 f%99l' 4ft 7[5R1 4 91%9lf791 41 f%15 414 

44244 4#’ t 3%7 4,441(1 7444 4" f917% 399 4%WT 

4 4,44lRi|T 41444 4 444 3#qf444 4441 4,441(1 4f4^T 
f%f9 91991, 1952 (445944 99491 ^ 44 4 745f%9) 41 
3474%74 49444 344 4f4®4 f%f9 95f4413Tf 49 4t 444 4417# 

tl 


3. 344:, 344, ^4 747497 444 34f9f999 4 ft 414 17 9% 

44 414 ( 1) 4f 74^4 (41) 4( 3474%74 944 5lf%7491 49 94t4 
917% 54, f4 3#47J444 41 7444 7599 414? 41 31?919t9, 
445544 444 44494 4" 744t 49444 4" 951799 "ft 01-02-1991 
% 3195t 3#97J494 441 944 yPdWH 49 759 9519 9177% t I 

[74.7574—35015/04/2012—75744)74—II] 
7|9Tq WR, 3447 Tlf99 

34544 

cu4^l(l 7 |[ci« 4 f^rfST 419494, 1952 3999f 7f 4g3" 

99(19 417% H%44 51% 

1. f94t444 7494-7494 97 ^4)4 747497 34444 ^4t4 4f4S4 
f%f9 344544, %t7% %t f74f4 it, 54171 f%5 51% 41%t %7f f%%5%' 
7% 34574K 9%99 f%f9 ^ 9449 %5 349%t 34?4^94 % 541 
74174t 4t% 9fe7T9?(51l 4f4^ f^9 7417% 4t^ % f4%4 #[( ^ff 
3474 417% ^ 7444-7444 4,441(1 i-lf^ f%f4 74939 4( 9f% 
9f49 f%f9 % yiPkldT 3%7 374% % 59449 4( 3f%4 cM' 3%7 
394% 34f974I % %4 7lf44 ^ %5 3774759% %t941 474 99f994%, 
“f99%17Il”7f :— 

(i) f4174t yPdklld, 9t 541 49744194 %t, 374% 7444 %, 
4974419 49 7947% 34444 3#P517T4 34f9%4 %f94; 3%7 

(ii) 1417% 3474 yPdMH 41 7444 9,45 ^4f44, 34444 94f999% 
34f999 %f94, f97799 374 yPdklH 41 499494 97 34%T9 
f%999 %t| 

2. 72nr% 44% 5741 f%94%t 9 419 % 419 541 447 %34! 
41794 3%7 45 455 747497/4%#!? i-lf#? f%f9 344549 
(7%9t5917%) 34444 377% 5449 94f4519 f%17% 34f449% 5419 
7494 7494 97 91% f# 419 414 P'OdlPH'vdl 41 3457T9 49% 
41794 I 

3. 34f4f%49 4% 449 2(4) 9 444 9f794l99 99t417f417t, 
9% 9f4^4 f%f9 4174574 499 41919 7% t; 9f% yPdkJH 49 ^3 
9519 9%f 4% 54?%, 37% 749741 ^ 99 9 HIHlPhd f459? 9445941 

4. 9454 9%% 99%917t 3% q# |% f%97% 3474 953-y 191 
9197319 9% f417% 4,441(1 9f494 f%f9 34444 9f494 %tf9 49 
74574 5t, 3% 374% 9t99319 %' PddlPdd f4144 941?44 t, eft 
Pddlddl 3% 7444994 f%f9 9% 74574 ^ 99 % HWl'Pbd 4%94l 
Pddlddl %% 49%417t 9% 4f49 f9%9 741% %' 374^ 959f %T4t4?9 
% 7444 7lf%4f 34%f79 3%7 949T 417419 4% 9t ^14744 4%94 I 

5. f99t47T4 9f44 f%f9 4% 379% 54171 3%7 41%447t 9% 
5449 7494-7494 97 3%4f949 ^ 34 %t%j f94tf79 57 % %4 
3451519 4%, f9474 915 ^ f9T5 345T519 %4 %f 374%" 415 ^ 945 
4% 15 ?417t71 ?T41 7417% 4t% 4% 34%f77T 4%94l Pddlddl 7417% 
4t% 4% f49%t %4f 9% 59949 % f4!7% f4594 9% %5 34%4f949 
4% 449 79 4f 3944f ^ 345749 7T44K U I ®4I4 3451 417% 49 
59% %%9 I 
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6. f#E1EET RfEM f#f# ET WTTRTE i RTEt ME ERE ETRET 

afR w###, w, eeet f#TR# sri ettre 3 

RfEM f#f# E# #t RTET# EM fETR# EE E# it ERE# ETRET I 

7. Eli Et# RERT MTfHcT ME E fETR# ETEt E# it f#E1EET 
REKI RRT f#M MET #lRT afR EE R#fEfEET it HI EET MTET 
#tET I 

8. f#EtEET ME ETEt f™ RMTffEE fETR MR, RRjfEE 
ETfEETTRt RERT ^ ^#4lPEd, f#f# E# f#EEf E# RET Rff# 
3TfERRMET ET#ETfREt' E# EM # Mi 3RJETR Rlf#E yfdkJH 
E> RJEET W ER ERt#TE ET#ET I 

9. yPdiBH i RfEM f#fsr fwrf i 3 #e#e f#Eff#E #e 
3MRTE E# RR, arfEE Eft Elf 3#R EM EET 3TM REM 3#R 
RTRRE E# RlfRTET WEJ^ RtE ER RETf#E afR Ei Et# RERT 
Etf#E, MEET HERE E# RET# #' MET fETET EET ME, 3TfEf#ER 
afR MR# 3TE#E f#f#E ETEET # f#Eff#E fEpRM EEEEf i 
EfcPicT T#R RRETR RERT Etf#E RR # ETE E#f #RTT I 

10. MEET # E## RMtEE, Ef EfEMlE E# Pd RERIH f#ERT 
Eft RERT # Ei4e|P<eT ET %R arfEET MFEEEET #t, ERt MET 
i f#EEt" #' aflMElREi RMtEE iElfEE TiEE REE: ERR 
fEMWRET I 

11. f#E1EET RERT f#ERT E Ef# Et RMtEE 8J#tE RfEM 
f#f# arrgEE i r# 3trhtre et fsRT E#f f#M mrrtti irftE 
eIem f#f# 3 ttree awn 3 tretre ## i r# e4eiPmT ett 

3TEET EM TW ERE ETT ETf#E 3TERR EET I 

12. f#ETR#, arflTE afR 3RRET ET RTEt ETE e4e|(I RfEM 
f#fE RRTBE RERT f#Eff#E arfEETEE TREE R#ET ET EtER, ETfEET 
#) f#WTR ETRE I 

13. ME# Efi MEET e4er! ET #T i EET %T ER 
3TWE, fEETRTt 3fR MTE E#t ET fER PEWPld EM ETT 
RTsT-RMTE ETRETI arfEMM EE RTE-RSTTE 3#TRTEE: 
frlEEfEET EE i EET ETRETI yPdkJH 3TTEfEET EE ft EE 
ETEt EMtE EfiE f4fE 3TT^EE/iEtE EfiE f4fE 3TFJEE 
EERT fMET Re I ETR, RTETET i MET ETT SriEiTPlEi EE ft 
EEJfMTETit I 

14. MRTt Eti E4 i RET ER fEETtE/ERET e4 M EETRT 

i EIR i EtcR ETEET ERpERt Eft fE:RJRET i®ff EE ETf^ET 
fEETET EEET ERT^ET ERt ETfETI EE ETEt RTRTE ET#', 3TpdRok1 
fffeafiEE EETE1E i EER i ETE EEERE ERTR ET RTET# #1 
ERRJET i ETEM # ER ET#ERt i ERT T#Et fE# ERp fETR 
ET# ER MTfRTEf RETRT 3TTEfEET EE i 3TREEE fETET ETRET I 

15. fEEtEET RTHt RTRREf Eft EEETt 3TTEREETETRTTR ETTOJRR 
4f4ddT i 3TE# RET# # E#t RfE RTfRT ETt #RE# i RTE# EETE 
i %R 3TTEREET ETEE1E ET## I 

16. Ei Et# 3#R fddlEdl E,4EKl EfEM f#fE RTE3E RERT 
EET fEf#E ME # fEERfEET PePhR^ RTEE RTlET i EtER 


ETfRTET/ETf#ET ME i RTER ET##, fEE E ETR# ER fE "RET ETET 
ETRET EET MR# ET# 3#R f#ETEdT RTREE ME # 3#R 3ME-3ME, 
ET#ERt EfME f#fE RTE3E R^TE E# ET# E1E# EEREE RlfMET 
ETRET# M EFft#f# I 

17. MR# Et# RTEE-RTEE ER RRETR ET f##E# ET 3TRRTR 
EfiE f#fE M ## EE f#ERT ET#ETI RRETR ET f##ET ET 3TRRTR 
f#ERT ETRE E 3TRMM #t# ER MR# ET# 3ME-3TEFT 3#R 
RTREE EE E MMtE ElEM f#f# 3TTREE ET ERM Ef#f#fE RERT 
EET 3#RRffqE arfERRET EE ET#t EE ETRET I 

18. (ET) Ef#Rf#ET' MRT i ETE i ETET E# ETR#tl RRT EETR 

ETET E# E# EfERtEET* 3r4f#ET (#t#E) ME #' #f#t 
ETf#R EET MRT i ETT#ETf#RT RR# ET# 8##' #' 
3T#f8TE RfEET ET ERM E #t# E# f#Ef# #' MR# 
Et# RTEpEE #EtE EfiE f#fE 3TTREE E# ERIE# 
RJEET## I 

(ET) MR# Et# f#rfq-ER RfERER EETRET EET ME E# 
RTEE ER MTT#t Rf#f#EE ET#ET I 

(E) #t#E RETET fRT RTEE E MMtE RRETR RERT ET#t 
3TR#R# ET 3TRER EREtE f#E# li 3#R i#tE 
RRETR RERT 3TREtfRE f#^EFTR Ef#ETf#Ef ET ETME 
# REIMT ETR I 

(E) #tEE RETE EE RE# MRT RERT fETR ETE EM f#ERT 
EE ERffEET ME RFTT ETR I Rf#^f#Ef 3TTfR E# RE#tR 
E# REMt #R f#ER# ET RT#t EETR ET RE#f EE it 
MRT RERT fETR ERT EM f#EET EE ERffEET ME 
Hldl ETRET I 

19. Rf#^f#Ef 3#R EE#t Eft RERtR ## ## f##RT RRR#E 
f#E# #ET afR iitE RRETR RERT 3RR#fRE f##EFTR R%ETf#Ef 
E# 'gRSTT 3TfiR8TT # R# fETR MRR, Et RRli RRSTET #f# I 
RMEET E# ERt ET MpRHHNd ET ET#ETRt EIEM f#fE, 1952 Rf 

ER ER RRSTET, MRT ET ETR ER WE EET 3TR# ERT #' R# 
f##RT EE RTEpEE i#tE RfEM f#fE 3TT^EE i, RRT 3TTRTE E# 
3TR#E RR RTEpEE i#tE RiEM f#fE 3RREE EE R## 3 Te!rE 
ET#RT I 

20. RMMRfEfEE#EtERfEMf#fE3TTREEE#EEf##RFTR 
Rf#RTf#Ef ( RTREtE f#E# #ET afR E##tE RRETR RERT 3TRRtfRE) 
i fEERE # Rjf%[E ET##t, fEE# RTRT EET fEEE# ^R^TT arfRRSTT 
#' MRT i RH RR fETR RR f##RT 3TEtE RfE^fEEf, EE#f aTTfR 
#' fETR RR f##ET R# fETR RR # I EETf#, MR# Et# ERT 
ERRTfET E# ERT#t ER RTETET t, Et RTEt M f#RSTR, f#ERTRRTR 
3TfRRf E# R^RRt afR f#EtEET E# RET #tE# cf# f#EfE #' RTRRE 
i RiEM f#fE RTEER i 3TERE afR RfE^fEEf E# f#E# RETR 
3TM fETR# RTfEET 3TEET i#tE RfEM f#fE 3RREE i R# 
3TRRtRR i RTEtEtR f#fE i RRT #' R# 3TM f##R# #t#f 
ETMEERt MET E# RRT ETR# E# %R 3T#lRTE #f I 
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21. RlrdlyR 3RT 
TTTOTSTf ^1TI f^TT RTF! fRTT) RHiJTO, ykTHITO, TORT R 
TOR TOfsfe rim TOR TOTF 3 TOFf wi I 

22. afn tort] r totot tot? rt m rto r? 

THTOfd Id Raid TOTF 3ft ^ TO ftfFR TOT ft fFRRTT 

ftft tort? ft?ft ft FcTOfRRTfftT?" ftk thh^RnT to; FFft 

RTTR-RTTR RTTORlft TOTT I 

23. P)4l c tdl afn TORT? ftft ^F ft TO ift fft fftftF 4' 
ftftfftF ftfttR ftRro fftft to^rt fjtot fftftr wi fttro ft 

ft??R do=blcrl fFfftft RT TORFT Rft ft TOR ft? ftTT I TO FF 

to rfr? tot ft rttorr? fttro frt to?" fFfftft ft tottot ft 
ft?^ fftFR ftft ft? fftftF ft 3rfftft?FR rt tot) 4nm, J n i 

24. (R) mii ftft F^RT TOjftftF ftftro fftft W fftft? 

RTTO ddPl -dlcls FTTORR ^RTl RTlftR TOT ft 

fItot-to?3tt to ft TOifftft ifft i tot ft? tottotr 
rttott tof, tot RftFift tItot fFfft trtff ft? 
3rfftRR did i fft to fftft? stto ftro ftriT-TOfsTR 

TftRl TsTTFT ft? FfTslT-TO?3TT RFF ?TR TO FRR T|F 
7s[ft Pddlddl TftRT TOF fftF TOft? | 

(TO) HRl-Rt^RT ^RTl fft#T TO? R«lflT 1 Rife 3 31 
Hlft FR ft? ■HHlPd ft RTF FTO Fsl3 ft RtcR 
FTTOT-Fftft?F FFR-FF TTfftl cFTOT-FftSTR ft? fftfft 
ft? Ffft fttft TO RTftFRT ft RR[F Rt RTF I TJFR-FR 
RT FTTOT 3TtT TO RmIcP ft FTTJF ft? TOF Reft 
TOFRR? RtfRTt ftTOT fRfR RTFFF F^TRT fFftfftl 
Rt TOFft? TTR TRfRT ^#T mfRR fmfST 3TFJRT ^ 
RRteR tP feRRltdR RTOT R RTTR TOR^lfeT yPdPdPl 
ft" v$wR RTjf RRJPt I 

(R) RR # HRT-Rft^Rf RT ddldk Rt Rt ^ %R ?TR 
3R^ frotm rP ^ mror fro ^ froft ^ ^ sifqR ^ 

%R Pd^dd R fRR RR I 

25. ddldk #T fRRtR Rtf RR Rt| Rfd R RRt 3TTR7 if 
R^tcft RT 3R^ P^rdl^R^RWRfTO^fTOft^RRTOTtl 

26. iRRRTT 7TRR RRRt FHHlPki ^ 15 fRTR mtcRMaRT 
%ft ^fRR3tf RT RRRd RRT 7TR ^ fRtRT RRTf R 

'J-JRTR RpR Rt ^RpR RRR \RTT 3TfmfRTR Rt 
RTT 17 RTO-RTO (3) RRTO (R) R 3TR% ^RT-RR 
R fTO f^ff ^ 3TJTTR R I 

27. RRlt R^ R fRtfRTT ^RTl ^ R %F; TOT? R fRRt 
TOdRT Rt ftRftr 4" ^t M TRpRT RfRT Rt TO 7R«T if 
RTRT RTT3TT RfTO Rift RH R R?1 RT ft RTRft I 

28. froft mt RRsT, mRT, tort trotmt 3mf^ ^ iidwi 
rk Rt ^t; froft mt ^rtot Rt froftr m ffRRn ^tof y 1 
TO RT Rft '?tR I 


29. fRRt fRR, 3TfRR, srfRTTOT, feft, TRIRTO, ydN-* 
RRTt RT TOF R# TJ%: TRfTOT Reft R R F?t TOTlft R 
RTORRT RfF yPdWH Rt RFJFt ffRf?T ^ Rtf mt WIR ^tR 
t eft ft ^ fRR #ft TTof yPdklld Rt Ff ^ ^ 
ffR RFR Rt ffRf RFft RfR7 I 

30. FR ft mffR fFRt TOF F F^T R STpTR ^Rlf/yPdklHT 
R RF ^F Rt ffarff F R1 Ft Reft FRTSR R fRRt ft 
RFt/fRTtRTT F^TO Rtf ft ^R ftF R ft TOR R^RT TOT ft 
FR 3TFFT f fRfFR/TOFTOlft #t sff RTRFRft 3TFT FffR 
fFff TOF R Rft RTffff R ffR5 FF^RT RFjft RlfRf 
RTRI 

31. RR 4URK yPdklH Rt^F Rt Pdfdldl R %F Flff Rt 
RFT RRcft t aff RR ft fTRt f jtPNd fRR RFFT f yPdkJH 
TO RPdRdd Flff RT srjTTeTF R[f ^ %F RTO #t I 

New Delhi, the 19th August, 2014 

S.O. 2243. —Whereas M/s. TSR Darashaw Ltd. 
[under Code No. MH/BAN/36077 in Bandra Region] 
(hereinafter referred to as the establishment) has applied 
for exemption under clause (a) of sub-section (1) of Section 
17 of the Employees’ Provident Funds and Miscellaneous 
Provisions Act, 1952 (19 of 1952) (hereinafter referred to as 
the Act). 

2. And whereas in the opinion of the Central 
Government, the rules of the provident fund of the said 
establishment with respect to the rates of contribution are 
not less favourable to employees therein than those 
specified in section 6 of the said Act and the employees are 
also in enjoyment of other provident fund benefits provided 
under the said Act or under the Employees’ Provident 
Funds Scheme, 1952 (hereinafter referred to as the Scheme) 
in relation to the employees in any other establishment of 
similar character. 

3. Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (a) of sub-section (1) of Section 17 of the said 
Act and subject to the conditions annexed with this 
notification, the Central Government, hereby, exempts the 
said establishment from the operation of all the provisions 
of the said Scheme with effect from 1-2-1991 until further 
notification. 

[No. S-35015/4/2012-SS-II] 
SUBHASH KUMAR, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

CONDITIONS FOR GRANT OF EXEMPTION FROM 
THE PROVISIONS OF EMPLOYEES PROVIDENT 
FUND SCHEME, 1952 

1. The employer shall establish a Board of Trustees 
under his Chairmanship for the management of the 
Provident Fund according to such directions as may be 
given by the Central Government or the Central Provident 
Fund Commissioner, as the case may be, from time to time. 
The provident fund shall vest in the Board of Trustees 
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who will be responsible for and accountable to the 
Employees’ Provident Funds Organisation, inter alia, for 
proper accounts of the receipts into and payment from the 
Provident Fund and the balance in their custody. For this 
purpose, the “employer” shall mean : 

(i) In relation to an establishment, which is a factory, 
the owner or occupier of the factory: and 

(ii) In relation to any other establishment, the person 
who, or the authority, that has the ultimate control 
over the affairs of the establishment. 

2. The Board of Trustees shall meet at least once in 
every three months and shall function in accordance with 
the guidelines that may be issued from time to time by the 
Central Govemment/Central Provident Fund Commissioner 
(CPFC) or an officer authorized by him. 

3. All employees’ as defined in Section 2(f) of the act, 
who have been eligible to become members of the Provident 
Fund’ had the establishment not been granted exemption, 
shall be enrolled as members. 

4. Where an employee who is already a member of 
Employees’ Provident fund or a Provident Fund of any 
other exempted establishment is employed in his 
establishment, the employer shall immediately enroll him 
as a member of the fund. The employer should also arrange 
to have the accumulations in the Provident Fund account 
of such employee with his previous employer transferred 
and credited into his account. 

5. The employer shall transfer to the Board of Trustees 
the contributions payable to the Provident Fund by himself 
and employees at the rate prescribed under the act from 
time to time by the 15th of each month following the month 
for which the contributions are payable. The employer shall 
be liable to pay simple interest in terms of the provisions of 
Section 7Q of the Act for any delay in payment of any dues 
towards the Board of Trustees. 

6. The employer shall bear all the expenses of the 
administration of Provident Fund and also make good any 
other loss that may be caused to the Provident Fund due 
to theft, burglary, defalcation, misappropriation or any 
other reason. 

7. Any deficiency in the interest declared by the Board 
of Trustees is to be made good by the employer to bring it 
up to the statutory limit. 

8. The employer shall display on the notice board of 
the establishment, a copy of the rules of the funds as 
approved by the appropriate authority and as and when 
amended thereto along with a translation in the language 
of the majority of the employees. 

9. The rate of contributions payable, the conditions 
and quantum of advances and other matters laid down 
under the provident fund rules of the establishment and 
the interest credited to the account of each member, 
calculated on the monthly running balance of the member 


and declared by the Board of Trustees shall not be lower 
than those declared by the Central Government under the 
various provisions prescribed in the Act and Scheme framed 
thereunder. 

10. Any amendment to the Scheme, which is more 
beneficial to the employees than the existing rules of the 
establishment, shall be made applicable to them 
automatically pending formal amendment of the Rules of 
the Trust. 

11. No amendment in the rules shall be made by the 
employer without the prior approval of the Regional 
Provident Fund Commissioner. The Regional Provident 
Fund Commissioner shall before giving his approval give a 
reasonable opportunity to the employees to explain their 
point of view. 

12. All claims for withdrawals, advances and transfers 
should be settled expeditiously, within the maximum time 
frame prescribed by the Employees’ Provident Fund 
Organisation. 

13. The Board of Trustees shall maintain detailed 
accounts to show the contributions credited withdrawal 
and interest in respect of each employee. The maintenance 
of such records should preferably be done electronically. 
The establishments should periodically transmit the details 
of members’ accounts electronically as and when directed 
by the Central Provident Commissioner/Regional Provident 
Fund Commissioner. 

14. The Board of Trustees shall issue an annual 
statement of accounts or pass books to every employee 
within six months of the close of financial/accounting year 
free of cost once in the year. Additional printouts can be 
made available as and when the members want, subject to 
nominal charges. In case of passbook, the same shall remain 
in custody of employee to be updated periodically by the 
Trustees when presented to them. 

15. The employer shall make necessary provisions to 
enable all the members to be able to see their account 
balance from the computer terminals as and when required 
by them. 

16. The Board of Trustees and the employer shall file 
such returns monthly/annually as may be prescribed by 
the Employees’ Provident Fund Organisation within the 
specified time limit, failing which it will be deemed as a 
default and the Board of Trustees and employer will jointly 
and separately be liable for suitable penal action by the 
Employees’ Provident Fund Organisation. 

17. The Board of Trustees shall invest the monies of the 
provident fund as per the directions of the Government 
from time to time. Failure to make investments as per 
directions of the Government shall make the Board of 
Trustees separately and jointly liable to surcharge as may 
be imposed by the Central Provident Fund Commissioner 
or his representative. 
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18. (a) The securities shall be obtained in the name of 

Trust. The securities so obtained should be in 
dematerialized (DEMAT) form and in case the 
required facility is not available in the areas where 
the trust operates the Board of Trustees shall 
inform the Regional Provident Fund Commissioner 
concerned about the same. 

(b) The Board of Trustees shall maintain a script wise 
register and ensure timely realization of interest. 

(c) The DEMAT Account should be opened through 
depository participants approved by Reserve Bank 
of India and Central Government in accordance 
with the instructions issued by the Central 
Government in this regard. 

(d) The cost of maintaining DEMAT account should 
be treated as incidental cost of investment by the 
Trust. Also all types of cost of investments like 
brokerage for purchase of securities etc. shall be 
treated as incidental cost of investment by the 
Trust. 

19. All such investments made like purchase of securities 
and bonds, should be lodged in the safe custody of 
depository participants approved by Reserve Bank of India 
and Central Government, who shall be the custodian of the 
same. On closure of establishment or liquidation or 
cancellation of exemption from EPF Scheme, 1952 such 
custodian shall transfer the investment obtained in the 
name of the Trust and standing in its credit to the Regional 
PF Commissioner concerned directly on receipt of request 
from the Regional PF Commissioner concerned to that effect. 

20. The establishment shall intimate to the Regional P.F. 
Commissioner concerned the details of depository 
participants (approved by RBI and Central Government), 
with whom and in whose safe custody, the investments 
made in the name of trust, viz., investments made in 
securities, bonds, etc. have been lodged. However, the 
Board of Trustees may raise such sum of sums of money 
as may be required for meeting obligatory expenses such 
as settlement of claims, grant of advances as per rules and 
transfer of member’s PF accumulations in the event of his/ 
her leaving service of the employer and any other receipts 
by sale of the securities or other investments standing in 
the name of the Fund subject to the prior approval of the 
Regional PF Commissioner. 

21. Any commission, incentive, bonus or other 
pecuniary rewards given by any financial or other 
institutions for the investments made by the Trust should 
be credited to its account. 

22. The employer and the members of the Board of 
Trustees, shall furnish a written undertaking agreeing to 
abide by the conditions and this shall be legally binding 
on the employer and the Board of Trustees, including their 
successors and assignees. 


23. The employer and the Board of Trustees shall also 
give an undertaking to transfer the funds promptly within 
the time limit prescribed by the concerned RPFC in the 
event of cancellation of relaxation. This shall be legally 
binding on them and will make them liable for prosecution 
in the event of any delay in the transfer of funds. 

24. (a) The account of the Provident Fund maintained by 

the Board of Trustees shall be subject to audit by 
a qualified independent chartered accountant 
annually. Where considered necessary the EPFO 
shall have the right to have the accounts re-audited 
by any other qualified auditor and the expenses 
so incurred shall be borne by the employer. 

(b) A copy of the Auditor’s report alongwith the 
audited balance sheet should be submitted to this 
office by the Auditors directly within six months 
after the closing of the financial year from 1st 
April to 31st March. The format of the balance 
sheet and the information to be furnished in the 
report shall be prescribed by the Employees’ 
Provident fund Organisation and made available 
with the RPFC office in electronic format as well as 
a signed hard copy. 

(c) The same auditors should not be appointed for 
two consecutive years and not more than the 
relaxation withdrawn from the first day of the next 
succeeding financial year. 

25. Any loss for the three consecutive financial years or 
erosion in the capital base shall have the relaxation 
withdrawn from the first day of the next succeeding financial 
year. 

26. The employer shall provide for such facilities for 
inspection and pay such inspection charges as the Central 
Government may from time to time direct under clause (a) 
of sub-section (3) of Section 17 of the Act within 15 days 
from the close of every month. 

27. In the event of any violation of the conditions for 
grant of relaxation, by the employer or the Board of 
Trustees, the relaxation granted shall be cancelled after 
issuing a show-cause notice in this regard to the concerned 
persons. 

28. In the event of any loss to the trust as a result of any 
fraud, defalcation, wrong investment decisions etc. the 
employer shall be liable to make good the loss. 

29. In case of any change of legal status of the 
establishment as a result of merger, de-merger, acquisition, 
sale, amalgamation, formation of a subsidiary, whether 
wholly owned or not etc., the relaxation granted shall stand 
revoked and the establishment should promptly report the 
matter for grant of fresh relaxation. 

30. In case there are more than one unit/establishment 
participating in the common Provident Fund Trust, all the 
trustees shall be jointly’ and separately liable/responsible 
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for any default committed by any of the trustees/employer 
of any of the participating units and the RPFC shall take 
suitable legal action against all the trustees of the common 
Provident Fund Trust. 

31. The Central Government may lay down further 
conditions for continuation of exemption of the 
establishment and the establishment shall be bound to 
comply with these additional conditions as and when the 
same are communicated. 

19 3TRTR, 2014 

RTT.3R. 2244—RRfRT MlM TC fMnMRT PMIlR 
PdfrlfU (RTte rMt Mrr/4582 R7 3TrM MMldd M M) 
( Rd^yild yRlhiH M RR RRfM) M rMreT RfMR Mr 
sfk RRRR 3#rfwr, 1952 ( 1952 RTT 19) ( Rd^yild 

arfRMrR rt r" rrMr) M ^rm 17 M tt-rtr ( i ) rt 
IsDR (RT) M 3TcFfcT R5R M Mr 3MrR fMR t I 

2. 3TR RRfRT Mr RRRTT M fMrR 3 3TRTRFT RTl Rif M 

RRR R RRR rMrFT RT RfMR Ml MET RRR arfRMlR M 
RTR 6 "4" MM M ?[RRT M <Mr|PM M Mr ^R 

RR^RR rMI" M sfp rMreT TTfRT ERRR M fMRt 3RT rMrFT 
R RMRTftRT M RRR R RRR 3#qfWT RRRT rMreT RfMR 
Ml RTRRT, 1952 (Rd^TIld MrRT ^ R3 4 rMPM) M 
3TRM RRRRR 3RR RfMR Ml TigfMTTaff RTT M RTTR RRT M 

tl 

3. 3TR:, 3TR, Mr RIRTR RRR 3#TpTRR M RTR 17 RTl 
RR-RTR ( 1 ) M RDR (RT) M 3TRM RRR RTfRRRT RTT RRRT 
RTRT fR, fR 3#RJRRT M RTR RRFT Mf M 3RRTRM 
TR1TSIR TRR RfRRT ^ RRl RRRRf ^ RR1RR ^ 01-03 -1988 
M 3TRRT arfMjRRT RRT RRR rM 3TR M W RRFT RTM t I 

[R. RR-35015/52/2014-RRRR-II] 
gRTR RTRTR 3TRT RfM 

RtgMr 

ch4^ltl Rlc|«t iRfiT rMrT, 1952 M RRRRf 'ff 
MRll RR% RMff 

1. PMddl RRR-RRR RT rMTR RTRTR RRRT MMl RfMR 

Mr angRR, Mf) M MM M <^rtr frR rir rtr MMm 

M 3EJRK RfMR Ml M RRRR Mg 3TRRt 3T?R3TRT 4* RRT 
^RTRl RfeR RRRTI RfRR fqfR ^RRft Rt^ R fR%R RIRl Rt 
3RR Rlcft ^ RTR-RTR RRpRRt RfRR fqfR RRRR ^ - 3 % 

rIrtr Mr 4' yifkidT afR rr4 ^4 ^rrh ^ RfM afR 
RRR) 3#R^T R'M RfR ^ %R RRRRR) Mil RR y4NHl4, 
“fRRlRRT” ^4 :- 

(i) fRRR yPdklH, R) RR7 RTRsTTRl Rl, M RRR 4', 
RRRT1R RR TRTRt RRRT 3lffeR5Rn 3lpRRR MTT; 3fR 


(ii) %Rt 3RR yPd WH RTRRR R, RR MM RRRT RTfRRTRl 
3TpRRR Mn, fRRRTT RR yPdkJH RT RRRRRR R[ rMt 
fRRRRRTI 

2. 'RTRt Rf^ RM fdRT# 4' RRT Tl RRT RRT RR MrT 
Mrt sfp rr Mr trrtr/MMr rIMr Mr rt^rr 
(R tRlRRRTl) RRRT M ^RRT RTpR^TR MR MrrM T^IR 
RRR-RRR R7 RRt Rt4 rM MttMrI' M RJRR R5t 4 
RpRT I 

3. RfRMTR M RRT 2(R) 4' RRT rPrtM RRl RRfRRt, 

Rl rMr Mr M rrtr rM M rtr t# t; Rfq rMrr M ^ 

RRR RRT M Mft, M RRTRf M RR 4' RTRlTMT %RT RTRRTI 

4. RRT Mtf RRpRTTt M RRRT R) Mr) 3RR ^R-RIRT 
rMsTR M fMfl RRpRRt RfMr Mr RRRT RfRR Mr ^T 
RRRT Rt, RR M yPdklH R PddlPdd fRRT RTRT t, Rf 
MflRRT RR cRRTTRT Mr M RRRT M RR R HIHl'Phd rM| 

Mttrrt rtcNtr) M RfMr Mr Mr r M rrr MMtt 

^4 RRR RfM 3 MrT M RRT RRRTR M Rt ^TRRTT rM I 

5. MtIrr rMr Mr M M r^tr M rrPrrT M 

RRTR RRR-RRR R7 MRMlR M aMfd fRRffRT RtM M 
3TRTRTR RTf, fRR R1R M %R 3RKP M Rf M RTR M RTR 

M 15 MPr ctrt MP M Mr afcrfer rtMti PhrMi ^rtrT 
M M fMM Mf ^ 4 ’ MftT IMrr M %r MrMtr 

M RTR 7 ^ RRR'M M argRR RTRTRR ^TTR 3TRT rtM rr rtrT 
Mtt i 

6. MtMtt RfMR Mr M rrtrr M rrT ^tr r?r rPrt 
M Rtfr, Mcfr, RRR, ffMMftR RRRT fMffr 3RR RRRR ^ 

RfMR Mr M M rrr Mr fMtfr M M rT rrM rMrt i 

7. RTRt MM TRTR MfM ^RTR R fMRl RtM M M MflRRT 
RRTR gR fMRT RTRT MtRT M M ■HiPrPRRT RtRT RRT RTTRT 
RRTT I 

8. MflRRT RR RTRl fRRR rMPRR Mr RTR, RgfRR 
RTfRRTRl TRTR RRT R^HlPld, Mr M MM M RRT RfR 
MrrMtrt rMeMM rtT rtrt M rrM srgRTR rMt rMrr 

MgRRTRRRT rMMr RTpRT I 

9 . rMrtr M RfMR Mr MM M rrMr fRRffer Mr 

3TWT M R7, 3TfRR M M aM RTRT RRT 3RR RIRRl aM 
RRRT M RlfRRT RTR^ M RT RRfM aM ^RTRl MM TRRT 
MfM, rMrt rrtr M tM M rrt IMrt rrt ^rtr, arfRMrR 
aM rrM 3trMr MM rtrrt M fRRffer fMMr rrr'rT' M 
3TrMr Mr 7RRTR TRIR MfM rt M rtr rM Mm I 

10. Mrrt r rM rMrr, M rMrtr M Mrrrh MM 
M gRRT r RTMnfM M Mr Mrrt ritrrtrrt Mr, M ^ttr 
M MM R afiRRTfM rMrr M MM TRR RR RT 7RR:RrTR 
fMTTRTRRT I 
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11 . 44qqi ^TRl fqq4f 4 qfff 4 44m 44q 44q 
fqfq Wjqq 4 ^ q^HKH 4 fqqT qqf feqT qqrrqi 44q 
qf4q fqfq qpjqq qqq si^hkh 4 4^ qi4qifq4 qff 
31XR1 W TW qmf qq qrfqq qqqiq 4n I 

12 . Pd<=bl41, srftrq 3Tk 3Tdqq <£ qi4f q4 q>4qi(l 44q 
fqfq qRraq 44fqq qfqqqpR wi qflqi 4 4fqq, 4mi 
4 IWRqiqqf I 

13. Riqff 44 q4qr q>4qi<l 4 Tfsm 4 mu f4q; m; 
3 iwt, fqqqqft 4fq 'SErrsT q#f 4 fm; PiwRd 44 qq 
qiq-qisnq qRqn 44 34444 qrr qq-qigiq sifwnqg: 
^rqqffqqr W Wt37TTI UPd^dM 3qqfqq7 qw 4 qq 
qi4f 444 44q f44 33Fjqq/44q qf4q fqfq 31Fjqq 

^qro f44i f4n wr, qiqq4 4 44 qff f4q44qT qw 4 
qnlPid qR4 i 

14. Riqft 44 qR 4 qcF qq 4cd4/4q°n qR 4 qpRiqr 44 
4 w 4 44q q4qi qqfqqf qff 4:qjqqi 44 qq qif4 
fqqqq 3iqqT qra^ qnrt qqqii ^ qiqt qq?q ^qif, srfqftqq 
ftfeqfqq hihhm 4 qqiq 4 qqq qqqqq qrqrq; qi qiq4 ti 
iiq-^q 4 qrqqt 4 qq qqpqirt 4 qra q#4 f44 f4q 
4f qq 444 qqpq sqqfqqr qw 4 sr^rqq f4qi qqqq i 

15. fqqtqqi qqt qrqqqf qff mqff snqqqqKTTqqiR qrra^ 
qf4ddT 4 3?qq q°r4 4 r 41 4q qrf4 q4 4a4 4 qiq4 m4 
4 f4q 3qqqqqp wqqrq qR4 i 

16. rprI 44sffq fqqtqqi q4qr4 qfq^q fqfq qfqsq ^qro 
qqi f44 qw 4 4 fqqqfqqf fqfqfqe qrqq qflqi ^ qtqq 
qifqqi/qif^qT qq 4 qrqq q44, f44 q qiq4 qq f4 ^qr qiqr 
qqqq qqi ^qrqft 44 A fqqtqq q^ ^ 4 af[q siqq-sFR, 
qqfqr4 qf4q fqfq qrqqq q^iq q4 q4 qiqft qq^qq qif&qqi 
qqpq^ 4 qiqt 44 i 

17. ^qrqft 44 qrqq-qiqq qq qrqqqq 4 fq44f 4 sr^qnq 
qf4q fqfq 4 44 qq fqqq qnqn qiqqqq 4 444 4 
fqqq qiqq 4 qrqq^qr 44 qq ■qiqft 44 q<qq-q<riq 3fiq 
4^qq qq 4 444 qf4q fqfq qpjqq qi qqi4 qfqfqfq 
q°nq qqr 344iffqq 3#Riqqi qq qi4 qq qqqq i 

18. (qi) qfq^ 11 ^^q? 4 qiq 4 qra 4t q44i W qqqq 

w<t q4 M qfq^^rf ^^fpfqqq (444) qq 4 4f4 
qrf4q; qqi ^nqr 4 qq4qifqq q?4 qi4 44 4 
3 t44t qjfqsn 4 qqq^i q 44 4t 444 4 ^n4t 
44 qfqfqq 44q 44q fqfq sn^qq q4 qqiq4 
qjqqi4t i 

(q°r) ^nqft 44 fqfq-qrq qfqqqq qqqqn qqi 4) 
qrqq qq qqi4( l4fqqq q4qi i 

(q) 4t4q qgmi ?qi qrqq 4 444 qiqqqq ^qro qi4 
33^44' 4 sqpqq qrq44r f44 4qi afrq 444r 


qiqqqq ^qiq q^4iPqd 44qrqn qf4qif44‘ 4 qiRq 
4 q4qi qq; i 

(q) 444 q§r4 qq qq4 rri ^qrq f4q; q4 qr4 f44q 
qq qrqffqq! ^qq qiqi qqq i qf4^44 3qfq 4t qgq4 
4) qqnqft 44 444f 4 q4t qqqq 4 qq4 q4 4 
rr ^qiqi f4q; q4 qr4 44?i qq yi4Piq> qq 
hmi qiqqn i 

19. 44^44 4frq qq4f 4) qqqtq 44 44 44qi qrq4q 
fqq4 44 sfiq 444 qnqqq ^nqi ^^IRd fq^wnq 44444 
4) ■gqsq 3Tf4qsjr 4 q4 f4q; qiq;, 4 ?qi4 qiqsiqr 44 i 
qqrqqi 4t qqt qi mRuhnh qr qqfqr4 44q fqfq, 1952 4 

qq q? qR^qi, rri 4 qrq qq qra qqi srqR qqi 4 q4 
44q 4) qfqpqq 44q qf4q f44 3q^qq 4, fqi 3qqq 4 

spjqfq qq qRpqq 44q 44q fqfq sn^qq qff qff4 3iqfqq 
qRqi i 

20 . qqiqqi qi4qq 44q 44q fqfq aq^qq qfr qq fqqqiqiq 
qfqqrfq4 (qrqiffq f4r4 4qi affq 44fq qiqqqq ^qrq aigmfqq) 
4 fqqqq 4 qjf4r q44, f44 qra qqi fqqqff ^qaq 344q%q 
4 rpr 4 qrq qq fqqq qq; fqqq 3iqfq^qfq^M- '^ Tn ^' 3 4q 
4 f4q; qq; fqqqi q4 f4q; qq; 4 i qqrfq, Riqft 44 qqi 
qqqifq qff qqi4f qiq qiqqn t, 4 qi4 4 Rtof, fqqqigqqq 
3 ifq4 qff 4^4 3fiq fq4qqi qff 4qi 4teq qff fqqfq 4 qiqqq 
4 44 r fqfq qiqqq 4 3iqqq 3f|q qfq^W qff fqqff ^qpq 
3 iR f44 444' 3iqqT 44q 44q fqpq aq^qq 4 tj4 
3 T34fqq 4 ?r44q fqfq 4 qm 4 q4 3 ir 444 44 
qisqqqR r 4 4 ■'jq qiq4 4 %q; 3i4f^q 4 i 

21 . Riqi f4q; qq; 4444 %q; f44f f4?4q qi 3qq 
4qqi4 ^rpr fqq; r 4 q4 f44t qqffqq, 4?qiiqq, 4qqi qi 
3 tr 3qf4qi qrrq ^qi4 qgiq 4 ^4 qnq i 

22 . fqqfqqi affq rpr) 44 4 qiqqq qr4 qq qqrq qq4 qff 
qiqqfq 44 iq; fqrfeq qqq 44 qqi q^ 4fqqi qq 4 f44qqi 
3 p[q rp 4 44 4 qRqifqqqfqif 4rq qiq^4f44 qq qq4 
qnq-qqq qi?qqq4 4fqi i 

23. f44qqi 4fq rt 4 44 4 q^ 44 f4 fqqfq 4 

qrqfqq 44q qf4q fqpq 3q^qq ^qrq f4%q qiqq qfiqi 4 
4fqq qiqqqr fqfq4 qq 3fqqq qiq4 4 qqq 4 4qi i q? qq 
qq qq^qf qq 4 qisqqqR 4fqi qqi q4 fqfq4 4 sfqqq 4 
qfYf f4fq 44 qff fqqfq 4 3444qq qq qi4 qqiqqii i 

24. (qi) rp 4 44 q^ro sgqpqq 44 r ftfq ^gmi f44 

qqq qqqq q44 4qqqqq qqiqi qrfRqi qq 4 
d'tsii-qqfsq qiq4 4 qr44q 4fqi i qqi 4 3nqqqqi 
qqqi rr, qq qq4n4 44q 4rf4 qfqqq qff 
sifqqqq 4fqi 14 qi? 1441 3 tr 4r d’tsu-qqf^rqr 
\qi j j q2n4 qff 4m-qqf^i qiqiq; qqi fqi qqqq ■giq 
q§4 fq4qqi q^ro q?q f4q; qi4f i 
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(TsT) cRR-RftsTRf ferflR ^ 3721% 1 3T§eT % 
31 Hl4 dR Rl ■HHlpKl R R1R 55s? HsN R RpR 
%TRr-R4R% cfcEr-T^T %7sn-R7tS3R Rj ftq% 
R[ 51% 7%4 RI4ld4 % 5TRj?T R] RJTT I cj^R-qR 
Rl yi’fp'H afk R3 Rq% % y^a Rt rH Rl%t 
RHRl(l r4r< 1 R%PR %%f RRRq ^RI %qff% 
Rl Rltrqj cTSTT RR%RT R%R R%PR %%T STPJRl % 
R[q%F7 4 ^c^TTnch IP % RjR RRT7Rf% 51%%% 
% vsytfc*? R3% vjii^n i 

(R) TR % %7sll-q%S3RT R7 crHIIdK % r4 % %TT RR1 
37R% %T%R r4 % 1 I^% f%7 % %% % 37%[R % 

%TT %PJRT RT %7R1 PTT I 

25. <rl J I Id K 4% %%% R% RR Rt^ ^1% "47 ^ 371S1K % 
R^TTl R7 3FT% %%% r 4 % T?% %R % %l%[ 5g<5 UIRT %%! 

26. %RTR715RRR W Rl BHlfki % 15 %RR '4%7%T%7H 
S% 4% 7J%R3TT R7 5U5TSFf R%T7 cB71 4% %%^UT 51'HTO Rl 
^JTcTH R>4q7 % %%%[ PT^R \RRT 37%rfW7 qf] 
RRI 17 RRl-TsDR (3) % TsUR (R) % 3%%T RIRT-RIRT 
TI %T %%ff % 37^RR % | 

27. ^Rft%iRT%%qpqc|TO'^%%%rT?pff%'fe7f[ 
3rd4H % f%7% % % M TR%RT 7sq%q Rl ?R 7TR7 % 

rtcr RdTsrr qffeq pi% r% % rtt rt: % ptt% i 

28. %RTt % %%,Tqq,qpq%%%%^ 37%%qRRqRq 
7153 Rf fT %RfI % 'JRFTH % f%7% 4' %RtRT7 ;jRBH t£ 7 
R7R R7 RTRt s%71 I 

29. %RTt %RR, 37%RR srfwR, %9%, PRIRTR ; y^WR 
Rq% ri rrr ^r% Tjp%: wif4^ rt%[ % rt r% rri% % 

RRRRRq R% yPdkiH % RPfft f%7% % R% % R7R7R %7T7 
t % % RJR %TRT %% RR yPdkiH Rl 7j% R^ % R 
%TT RTCRT % %T% RR% RT%T I 

30. RR % %%R %% R5R % TRF % 3#IR7 IR^/yPdMHT 

% RFT %4 % f%I% % RFT %4 RTcft fRTRRT % %Rft % 
q5%/%R%?IT q^Rl %If % R% T5 % ^5% R^Rd RR % 
3RRT 74 %I«%R/^PRPft 3% 37R%TKfRlt 3TRT %REq 
%% % R% TRTfRRT % fRR5 dM^cfd R7pp[ q7T%% 

R7%ni 

31. IRchK yPdklld r 45^ % Pdldldl % %TT wf %f 
RST RR%4 t 3% Rq % RF%1 RRf%T f%Rl RTTRl R 5T%WT 
fd RPdRdd R%f RT 37^qiRR R5R R %TT RT?R #[ | 

New Delhi, the 19th August, 2014 

S.O. 2244. —Whereas M/s. Mount Shivalik 
Breweries Limited [under Code No. PN/4582 in Chandigarh 
Region] (hereinafter referred to as the establishment) has 
applied for exemption under clause (a) of sub-section (1) of 


Section 17 of the Employees’ Provident Funds and 
Miscellaneous Provisions Act, 1952 (19 of 1952) (hereinafter 
referred to as the Act). 

2. And whereas in the opinion of the Central 
Government, the rules of the provident fund of the said 
establishment with respect to the rates of contribution are 
not less favourable to employees therein than those 
specified in Section 6 of the said Act and the employees 
are also in enjoyment of other provident fund benefits 
provided under the said Act or under the Employees’ 
Provident Funds Scheme, 1952 (hereinafter referred to as 
the Scheme) in relation to the employees in any other 
establishment of similar character. 

3. Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (a) of sub-section (1) of Section 17 of the said 
Act and subject to the conditions annexed with this 
notification, the Central Government, hereby, exempts the 
said establishment from the operation of all the provisions 
of the said Scheme with effect from 1-3-1988 until further 
notification. 

[No. S-35015/52/2014-SS-II] 
SUBHASH KUMAR, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

CONDITIONS FOR GRANT OF EXEMPTION FROM 
THE PROVISIONS OF EMPLOYEES PROVIDENT 
FUND SCHEME, 1952 

1. The employer shall establish a Board of Trustees 
under his Chairmanship for the management of the 
Provident Fund according to such directions as may be 
given by the Central Government or the Central Provident 
Fund Commissioner, as the case may be, from time to time. 
The provident fund shall vest in the Board of Trustees 
who will be responsible for and accountable to the 
Employees’ Provident Funds Organisation, inter alia, for 
proper accounts of the receipts into and payment from the 
Provident Fund and the balance in their custody. For this 
purpose, the “employer” shall mean : 

(i) In relation to an establishment, which is a factory, 
the owner or occupier of the factory: and 

(ii) In relation to any other establishment, the person 
who, or the authority, that has the ultimate control 
over the affairs of the establishment. 

2. The Board of Trustees shall meet at least once in 
every three months and shall function in accordance with 
the guidelines that may be issued from time to time by the 
Central Govemment/Central Provident Fund Commissioner 
(CPFC) or an officer authorized by him. 

3. All employees’ as defined in Section 2(f) of the act, 
who have been eligible to become members of the Provident 
Fund’ had the establishment not been granted exemption, 
shall be enrolled as members. 
























































































[WTH—®^3(ii)] 


■siHcT TDCFI : STW 23,2014/^TS 1, 1936 


5753 


4. Where an employee who is already a member of 
Employees’ Provident fund or a Provident Fund of any 
other exempted establishment is employed in his 
establishment, the employer shall immediately enroll him 
as a member of the fund. The employer should also arrange 
to have the accumulations in the Provident Fund account 
of such employee with his previous employer transferred 
and credited into his account. 

5. The employer shall transfer to the Board of Trustees 
the contributions payable to the Provident Fund by himself 
and employees at the rate prescribed under the act from 
time to time by the 15 th of each month following the month 
for which the contributions are payable. The employer shall 
be liable to pay simple interest in terms of the provisions of 
Section 7Q of the Act for any delay in payment of any dues 
towards the Board of Trustees. 

6. The employer shall bear all the expenses of the 
administration of Provident Fund and also make good any 
other loss that may be caused to the Provident Fund due 
to theft, burglary, defalcation, misappropriation or any 
other reason. 

7. Any deficiency in the interest declared by the Board 
of Trustees is to be made good by the employer to bring it 
up to the statutory limit. 

8. The employer shall display on the notice board of 
the establishment, a copy of the rules of the funds as 
approved by the appropriate authority and as and when 
amended thereto along with a translation in the language 
of the majority of the employees. 

9. The rate of contributions payable, the conditions 
and quantum of advances and other matters laid down 
under the provident fund rules of the establishment and 
the interest credited to the account of each member, 
calculated on the monthly running balance of the member 
and declared by the Board of Trustees shall not be lower 
than those declared by the Central government under the 
various provisions prescribed in the Act and Scheme framed 
thereunder. 

10. Any amendment to the Scheme, which is more 
beneficial to the employees than the existing rules of the 
establishment, shall be made applicable to them 
automatically pending formal amendment of the Rules of 
the Trust. 

11. No amendment in the rules shall be made by the 
employer without the prior approval of the Regional 
Provident Fund Commissioner. The Regional Provident 
Fund Commissioner shall before giving his approval give a 
reasonable opportunity to the employees to explain their 
point of view. 

12. All claims for withdrawals, advances and transfers 
should be settled expeditiously, within the maximum time 
frame prescribed by the Employees’ Provident Fund 
Organisation. 


13. The Board of Trustees shall maintain detailed 
accounts to show the contributions credited withdrawal 
and interest in respect of each employee. The maintenance 
of such records should preferably be done electronically. 
The establishments should periodically transmit the details 
of members’ accounts electronically as and when directed 
by the Central Provident Commissioner/Regional Provident 
Fund Commissioner. 

14. The Board of Trustees shall issue an annual 
statement of accounts or pass books to every employee 
within six months of the close of financial/accounting year 
free of cost once in the year. Additional printouts can be 
made available as and when the members want, subject to 
nominal charges. In case of passbook, the same shall remain 
in custody of employee to be updated periodically by the 
Trustees when presented to them. 

15. The employer shall make necessary provisions to 
enable all the members to be able to see their account 
balance from the computer terminals as and when required 
by them. 

16. The Board of Trustees and the employer shall file 
such returns monthly/annually as may be prescribed by 
the Employees’ Provident Fund Organisation within the 
specified time limit, failing which it will be deemed as a 
default and the Board of Trustees and employer will jointly 
and separately be liable for suitable penal action by the 
Employees’ Provident Fund Organisation. 

17. The Board of Trustees shall invest the monies of the 
provident fund as per the directions of the Government 
from time to time. Failure to make investments as per 
directions of the Government shall make the Board of 
Trustees separately and jointly liable to surcharge as may 
be imposed by the Central Provident Fund Commissioner 
or his representative. 

18. (a) The securities shall be obtained in the name of 

Trust. The securities so obtained should be in 
dematerialized (DEMAT) form and in case the 
required facility is not available in the areas where 
the trust operates the Board of Trustees shall 
inform the Regional Provident Fund Commissioner 
concerned about the same. 

(b) The Board of Trustees shall maintain a script wise 
register and ensure timely realization of interest. 

(c) The DEMAT Account should be opened through 
depository participants approved by Reserve Bank 
of India and Central Government in accordance 
with the instructions issued by the Central 
Government in this regard. 

(d) The cost of maintaining DEMAT account should 
be treated as incidental cost of investment by the 
Trust. Also all types of cost of investments like 
brokerage for purchase of securities etc. shall be 
treated as incidental cost of investment by the 
Trust. 
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19. All such investments made like purchase of securities 
and bonds, should be lodged in the safe custody of 
depository participants approved by Reserve Bank of India 
and Central Government, who shall be the custodian of the 
same. On closure of establishment or liquidation or 
cancellation of exemption from EPF Scheme, 1952 such 
custodian shall transfer the investment obtained in the 
name of the Trust and standing in its credit to the Regional 
PF Commissioner concerned directly on receipt of request 
from the Regional PF Commissioner concerned to that effect. 

20. The establishment shall intimate to the Regional P.F. 
Commissioner concerned the details of depository 
participants (approved by RBI and Central Government), 
with whom and in whose safe custody, the investments 
made in the name of trust, viz., investments made in 
securities, bonds, etc. have been lodged. However, the 
Board of Trustees may raise such sum of sums of money 
as may be required for meeting obligatory expenses such 
as settlement of claims, grant of advances as per rules and 
transfer of member’s PF accumulations in the event of his/ 
her leaving service of the employer and any other receipts 
by sale of the securities or other investments standing in 
the name of the Fund subject to the prior approval of the 
Regional PF Commissioner. 

21. Any commission, incentive, bonus or other 
pecuniary rewards given by any financial or other 
institutions for the investments made by the Trust should 
be credited to its account. 

22. The employer and the members of the Board of 
Trustees, shall furnish a written undertaking agreeing to 
abide by the conditions and this shall be legally binding 
on the employer and the Board of Trustees, including their 
successors and assignees. 

23. The employer and the Board of Trustees shall also 
give an undertaking to transfer the funds promptly within 
the time limit prescribed by the concerned RPFC in the 
event of cancellation of relaxation. This shall be legally 
binding on them and will make them liable for prosecution 
in the event of any delay in the transfer of funds. 

24. (a) The account of the Provident Fund maintained by 

the Board of Trustees shall be subject to audit by 
a qualified independent chartered accountant 
annually. Where considered necessary the EPFO 
shall have the right to have the accounts re-audited 
by any other qualified auditor and the expenses 
so incurred shall be borne by the employer. 

(b) A copy of the Auditor’s report alongwith the 
audited balance sheet should be submitted to this 
office by the Auditors directly within six months 
after the closing of the financial year from 1st 
April to 31st March. The format of the balance 
sheet and the information to be furnished in the 
report shall be prescribed by the Employees’ 


Provident fund Organisation and made available 
with the RPFC office in electronic format as well as 
a signed hard copy. 

(c) The same auditors should not be appointed for 
two consecutive years and not more than the 
relaxation withdrawn from the first day of the next 
succeeding financial year. 

25. Any loss for the three consecutive financial years or 
erosion in the capital base shall have the relaxation 
withdrawn from the first day of the next succeeding financial 
year. 

26. The employer shall provide for such facilities for 
inspection and pay such inspection charges as the Central 
Government may from time to time direct under clause (a) 
of sub-section (3) of Section 17 of the Act within 15 days 
from the close of every month. 

27. In the event of any violation of the conditions for 
grant of relaxation, by the employer or the Board of 
Trustees, the relaxation granted shall be cancelled after 
issuing a show cause notice in this regard to the concerned 
persons. 

28. In the event of any loss to the trust as a result of any 
fraud, defalcation, wrong investment decisions etc. the 
employer shall be liable to make good the loss. 

29. In case of any change of legal status of the 
establishment as a result of merger, de-merger, acquisition, 
sale, amalgamation, formation of a subsidiary, whether 
wholly owned or not etc., the relaxation granted shall stand 
revoked and the establishment should promptly report the 
matter for grant of fresh relaxation. 

30. In case there are more than one unit/establishment 
participating in the common Provident Fund Trust, all the 
trustees shall be jointly’ and separately liable/responsible 
for any default committed by any of the trustees/employer 
of any of the participating units and the RPFC shall take 
suitable legal action against all the trustees of the common 
Provident Fund Trust. 

31. The Central Government may lay down further 
conditions for continuation of exemption of the 
establishment and the establishment shall be bound to 
comply with these additional conditions as and when the 
same are communicated. 

19 3TW, 2014 

^T.3fT. 2245 —$ idHIdMl 

wn 1331 ^/ & TTM.d/206170 ^ 3Td% 
arm ^‘) ( yPdWH 7T#FT) 

4 4,4^k 1 fqfq afk xjqfjnf srfferfTTq, 1952 

(1952 19) (iRl^Rld ^3 

17 ^T-ETRT (1) ^ ^ 

srrardfeqTi i 
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[ ^TFTII—Q^3(ii)] 

2. 3Tk TTRfRT TOR Rf fRRTT f 3TRRFT Rif RTf ^ 

TTRR 4' RRR yPdkJH Rf RfRTR f4fR f™ Rrr srflrfWT RTt 
RTTT 6 3 PrPhR^ fRRRt Rft RRRT R R)4 riPtrT RT ffpr RTR 

ay^Rd r#' t afk R)4 ri(I tt^r trrr ^ fRTTTt 3 rr gfwi 

R 4) 4-41 Rdf ^ TTRR R RRR 3#qfwr 3TRRT R)4 r|(I RfRsq 
f4fR RTRRT, 1952 ( U,d^M4l*d RpTFR Rf RR f TTRf^tR) Rf 
3#4 r <JMd«*r srt r^pr f4fR RTjfRRTRf rtt Rt m rsi t# 
tl 

3. 3TR:, RR, TTTRTTT RRR RfRfRRR Rff RIR 17 Rft 

RR-RTR (1) Rf T°Rg; (RT) a#rfd RRR ^iRkldT RTF WI 
RTTR ?RT, fR RfRTJRRT RT RTR rrft Rteff rt 3RTRTRtR, 
ipd-pSKI RRR RRH1 ^ RRt Rf yRIdd R 1-1-2014 ^ 

3TRRf arfRTJRRT RRT RRR rRtRH Rft RRFT RTTRt t I 

[R. RR-35015/74/2014-tRTRl-n] 
TJRTR R^JT, 3TRT RfRR 
3RjsTST 

ch4^l<l Rfc|«4 RiRt %5HT, 1952 ^ 3M<s(STf % sgi 
Rc(TR cFT% wft Rif 

1. Pd-flddl RRT-RRR RT RTRTTT 3TRRT ^Rr RfRSR 
f4fR rrjrr, ftrrt Rt ffRfR Rt, ^rtr ffir rir Rift ff4 fq^ff 
^ 3T3RTT RpRR f4fR ^ RRRR 3TRRt 3T?RRRT 4* TTRT 
TRTTlt «ft^ RfeR RRRTI RfR^R f4fR trir) Rt^ R fR%R RRft Rt 
3RR Riff c^ TTTR-RTR R)4 r|( 1 RfRSR f4fR RR3R Rf RfR 
RfPR f4fR f RlfRRTf aftT RTTR f 'gRRTR RT RfRR ftM 3flT 
RRRTt a#R^T f ftR TlfRT ^ %R RRRRRft #n I RR RRpRRlf, 

“fasten"3 :- 

(i) yPdklH, RTl TRF RRRsTTRl Rt, 7RR f, 
chlRsIH RR RRlRt RRR1 srffeRSIRT srfRRR #H; 3fR 

(ii) fRRft 3RR ypdyH RF RRR R, 3TRRT RTpRRRf 

arfRRR #n, fRRRR RR yPdklH RF RRRRRR RR 3?fRR 
fRRRR^ll 

2. ^TRft Rt^ RTR1 fdRT# R RRT f RRT RR1 RR ^SRT 
RRR1 afR RR rR^ RTRIR/^rR? RfRER fffR 3R^RR 
(RpRpRRRt) RRR1 RR^ RRIR RlpR^RT fRRft srfRRRf ^RRI 
RRR-RRR RT Rif fRTR Rl4 Rl^ fRTTlfR^RT R^ 3TJRR Rllf 
RRR1 I 

3. srfqfRRR r 4 RR1 2(R) f RR1 RftRlfRR RRt RRfRRt, 
Rt RfR^T f4fR RT R3R4 RRR ^ RTR T# t; RfR yPdklH RR RJR 
RRF R# R7t R%' RRRTf ^ RR f RIRITRkT fRRTl R1RR1I 

4. RR1 r 4^ RRpRRt Rt RRR If) 41 3RR R5R-RRT 

yPdDcJH ^ fRRTl RRfRRt RfRR fffR 3TRRT RfRER f4fR RR 
RRRR Rl, RR RR^ RfcRSFT R PddlPdd fRRTT RTR1 t, eft 
PldlRdl Rf cRRRR f4fR ^ RR7R ^ RR 4f HIRlPR)d RRRTI 


fRRtRRl R)4 r|( 1 ^ RfRER f4fR RTl4 f RR^ RRRf fRRtRRl 

f RRR RfRRf RRfRT 3?k RRI RRRTR Rft Rt ^RRFRI Rl^RT I 

5. fRRtRRl RfRER f4fR RTt RR^ ^RTR 3TR R)4Rl4 ^ 
RRTR RRR-RRR RT srfRfRRR ^ 3#rfd fRRffel RT f ^R 
3TRRF RTt, fRR R1R RF %TT 3TRRF RR Rt RTW RTR ^ RTR 
Rft 15 RTTftR RR) 'RTTft Rt^ RR STdftR RRRTI fRRtRRT ^RlTft 
Rt^ RR fRRRt ^Rt RT ^RRTR R fRRRt PddH RF %R RfsrfRRR 
Rft RTR 7 ^ RRRRf ^ 3TfRR RTRTRR ^TR 3TR1 Rr 4 RR RIRt 
rW I 

6 . fRRtRRT RftRR -pifR ^ RRTTTTR ^ TTRt ^TR RRR RlfRT 
aftT "Rtft, ^Rt, RRR, ff^fRRtR 3TRRT fRRRt 3RR RRRR f 
RfR^T fRfR RTt Rt TTRTR RT^ fRTTTt Rif RTt Rt RTRTf RT^RT I 

7. FRTTTt Rt^ ^RTR RtfRR ^RFR f fRTTTt RTRf RTt Rt fRRtRRT 
RRTR "^TT fRTRT 'RTRT RTRT aftT Rf TRfRpRRT TTtRT RRT RTTRT 
RTRT I 

8 . fRRtRRT RR RTRt fRRR TTRTffRR fRTR RTR, TTjfRR 
RTfRRTRt ^RTTT RRT ar^RtfRR, fRfR RT fRRRT RTt RRT RfR 
arfRy'teRR) R)4r|RrT RTt RTRT R RR^ 3T^RTR TT%R yfdkJH 
^TJRRTRRRT RRf^TR RTTRT I 

9. yPdkJH RT RfRER fRfR fRRRt RT 3TRfR fRRfffR RR 
3TRRTR RTt RT, arfflR Rft RT^ aftT RTRl RRT 3RR 1W 3flT 
TTRTR ^ RTffTRT RTTp RfR RT 4dpJ|d aftT FRTTTt Rti ^RTTT 
RtfRR, RT4RT TTRTR Rf TRT^ f RRT fRTRT RRT ^TTR, arfRfRRR 
3TtT RTTR) afetfR fqffiR RTRRT f fRRfffR fRpRR T3RRRf ^ 
3TR4R TURK ^RTR RtfRR RT Tf RRT RRt* #RT I 

10. RtRRT ft RTt^ TTRftRR, ^ft yPdRiH ^ fR^RRTR fRRRt 
RTt TJRTRT R RTfRTffRT RT %TT srfRRT RTTRRIRRT Rt, RR ^RTR 
^ fRRRt R affRRTffRT TTRtRR ^ RlfRR TRR RR RT TRR: RTF^ 
fRTRT RRRTT I 

11. fRRtRRT ^RIR fRRRt R RTtf Rt TTRtRR ^RtR RfRST 
fRfR 3TT^RR RT ^ R j,HKR RT fRRT Rtff fRTRT RTRRTI ^RtR 
RfR>R fRfR 3TT^RR 3TRRT 3TJRRR ^4 ft ^ R)4 r|RrT RTt 
3TRRT TTR TW RTT4 RR RTfRR 3TRTTT ^RT I 

12 . fRRTirft, arffiR aftr 3 trtr ^ RRt rt4 R)4ri(1 rIrtr 
fRfR TTR3R ^RTR fRRfffR srfRRTRR TTRR TTlRT ^ RtRT, RftRRT 
t 4 fRRRR Rmff | 

13. FRTTTt Rfi RTRRT R)4 r|( 1 ^ TTRR 4 RRT fRRT RTT 
3TRRTR, fRRTTTTt Sth ^TTR RRlf4 ^ fflTT fcjTdPw R^Tsff RR 
TTR-TTRTR RTTRT I 4^ arfR^tsff RR TST-TSTTR arfRRTRR: 
RrtRRtfRRT RTR )4 W RTTRRTI TtfcRSIR 3TTRfRRT RTR ^ TRR 
RTRf ^tR RfRER fffR 3TT^RR/^RtR RfRTR ftfR 3TFJRR 
RRTR fRfRT fRRT RTRT, TTRTRt ^ ^Tsff RTt #RRtfRRT RR ft 
TTRtfRR RTfft I 
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14. ^TTTTt dd Ed RR ER facdlRETR Ed R TETRI Rfd 
R R: ETR R dfcR EcER 4) 44 111 RT fd:EJER TTToff 

[4401 3TEET MI4<^4) Ed RETT I EE RdERTERR ,31(4444 
fEE3TTEE HIHHI4 R EHR R ETE EEE^I ERR ET TIER t'l 
11444) R EIRE d EE 4)441(1 R ERT T#df fT^d %tt 
ETE ET OIRH4I ERIE 3TTEfER EE E 3TREEE fRR ETRET I 

15. fddtEE Tfdf TTREff Ed EEEd 3TTEEEE>cTTRTfE ERRRr 
ifdndT d 3 tee End d Edf dd TifdT Ed dad d Tiad eeft 
d fER 3TTEEER ETEETE Rdf I 

16. 'ERff Etd 3flT fEEtEET EidERf EfdE fdfE TRT3E ERIE 
EET fdfRE EE d" d fEETfEET fdfdfRE TETE dlET d dfcR 
ElfdR/ETldR EE d RET Rdf, fnd E RTd ET Rd R[R H1ET 
ETRE EET RTTTf Etd dd fEEtEET TREE EE d dd 3TEE-3TEE, 
4)441(1 EfRE fdfE TRT3E RETTT df Eld ETEf EERRT 4lf04) 
EETEld d REf #t I 

17. RTTTt Eld TTEE-TTEE ET TREET R fd%ff R 3RTR 
EfRE fdfE R dd ETT fEEET ERETI TTTEET R fdddf ET 3TRTTR 
fEEET ERE d 3TTTRE did ET ETTTf 41s 3TEE-3TEE 3flT 
TRJEE EE d RdfE HfRE fdfE 3TTREE ET ERR EfdfdfE 
RETTT EET 3TfEEfEE 3TfE?RET EE REf EE ETRET I 

18. (R) EfERfEET RET R ETE d ETET df EREfl RTT EEET 

ERT Ed Ed Efd^fdET' 3rdfdTR (EtEE) EE d REf 
ETfRR EET RET ET 4)l44lfdd EE ETE dd d 
3TEfRT TjfEET ET EEERT E RE Ed fdlfd d RTEf 
did ddfEE akftE ddE didr 3 ttree ee REdf 
TJEETdd I 

(T°T) RTTTt did fdfE-ER TfdTET EERET EET ^ETE Ed 
TETE ET EETRf TjfEfRRT RETT I 

(E) dtdE TsnET RE TTEE d ddfE TREET RETTT Rid 
3Rddf d 3TRTTR RETfE fTEd dET dk ddfE 
TREET RETTT SRRffRT fd^ETER EdTRfdd R RTEER 
d ERET ETR | 

(E) dfdE Tsnd EE TEd RTR RETE fER Eld Eld fddET 
EE ERffEET ^TE ETEF ER I EfE^jEEf 3TTfd Ed TsRd 
Ed ERRd dd fdddf d Tidt eeet d Tidf Ed dl 
RRT RETE f^R Rid Eld 144^1 EE ETTffEE) '^TE 
RRT RRET I 

19. Efd^fddf afd ERdf Ed tetIe dd dd fdEET ereIe 
ford ddr adr ddtE treet teri 3Rdtfdr fddEFTR EfdETfddf 
Ed tjre 3rfdr^n d Ed fER rr, dr ettE) tr^tE) dfd i 

TETEET Ed dd ET EfTTRTIEE ET 4)44l(l RfdE fdfE, 1952 d 
ETE ET ET? TR^TE), 014 R ER ET ERT EET 3TEE 4HI d Ed 
fdEET EE TfdfEE EElE RfdR fdfE 3TFJEE R, RE 3TRTE R 
3RdE ET TfdfEE ddtE EfRE fdfE 3TREE EE dfE 3TEfTE 
ETRE I 


20. TETEET TfdfEE ddEEfRE fdfE 3TREE Ed EE fddETER 

EfEETfddf ( ERcffE fTEd dR 3fE dRd TRRR RRTtfRT) 

R fdERE d TjfEE RRd, fdTR ERT EET fdEEE TJTSTT RfETET 
d RRT'd ETE ET fER EE; fdd?T 3TEfE EfE^jfldf, ERdf 3TTfd 
d fER ER fEEET Rd fdR ER d I EETfd, Oldl Etd ETT 
EETTfd Ed EETRl RT TTEEE t, df Ejdf R fEEETE, fEEERTTR 
3rfddf Ed ERd 3 |r fddtEET Ed ret dted Ed frEfd d tree 
R EldsT fdfE TTEEE R 3TERT 3flT EfE^fEET Ed fERf RERT 
3RE fRTTf ETfETEf 3TEET ddlE RfRE fdfE 3TTREE d Rd 
3TRTRE R RTEfEtE fdfE R ERT d ER 3RE fEERT dd 
ETSERRt ^ER Ed RTT RTd ^ %R 3rdf%E df I 

21. OTTT RERT fER ER fEERT ^ %R fERd fd?dE R 3EE 
TRET3ff RERT fRR ETd ETE fRTTf REIRE, RTTTRE, ETEE R 
3RE ETfdR RTE RER TRE d ETE ETR I 

22. fEElER 3f[T ■RTEt Eld R ERTE RE? RT EIRE ERE Ed 
ETFrfd dd ^R fdfsld EEE dd EET ER dfER EE d fEETER 
3TIT T ERff dfd ^ EETTTfEEEffdf aflT TRTRdfddf ET EEd 
ETE-ETE RRRTd RTR I 

23. fEETER dk ^ETEf Eld ^ TR RTE fR fTEfcT E 
TfdfEE ERIE EfE^E fdfE 3TTREE RERT fdfRE EEE ElET R 
dfcR dc=bld fdfddf RT 3TETR RTd ^ EEE df ^R I ER EE 
ET ERJEt EE E ETSERld RlR EET ER fdfddf R 3TTRR E 
Elk f^EE Rid Ed fTEfd d 3TfEEfEE RT ETEf EERR I 

24. (R) T ETEf Etd RETTT 3TRTfEE Efd^T fdfE TETR fERTf 

ERE TEEE 4l4d RTsIRR RERT ElfdR EE d 
HTET-EdET ERE R RTclfdfE RRTT I ERT df 3TTEEER 
TTE5TT ETR, Eff RdETTf EfRE fdfE TTEEE Ed 
STfdETR RRTT fR ER fERTf 3RE ERE RTET-ETf^TR 
RETTT TsTTcff Ed RTTlT-ETf^TT ERTR EET RTT ERR RR 
T§rd fddtER RERT ERE fRR ETRd I 

(TE) HTR-Ed^TEd RERT f4c4l4 e4 EE[e 1 3rdoT d 31 
Hid cl4? Ed TTRlfET R ETR RR ERIE R dfcR 
HTR-EddfE REE-EE TTfRE ETET-Ed^TR Ed ffdtd 
Ed Efd dfd RTT RTEfEE d ETRE Ed ETR I REE-EE 
ETT ETRE affT RTT fTEfd d ETRE Ed ETE ETEf 
ETEEETf 4)441(1 EfRE fdfE TTEEE RERT fEEfffE 
Ed ETREf EET TTEfEcT EEfE RfRE fdfE 3TTREE R 
EEEfEE d R^EEfER ETRE ^ TTTE RTREfRT EfdfEfd 
d EEE®E ERd ETREf I 

(E) RR Rf ETET-EdEEd Rf ETETcTR Rf Ed'd fER EET 
3RTE fddfE e 4 R ERE fRE d fdEf d 3TfER R 
fER fEREE ET fRR ETR I 

25. EEETR #T f4cdl4 EE? ER ETf^ ^ ET RRf 3TTRT d 
REfEf Rf 3RTd fEEffE Ed d ERE dE d fdEf ETET RfEf I 
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26. fTOTTOT TOTO TOTOl RHlPkl R 15 fTOTO 

TOT TjfaTOTT TO TOTTOT RTOT TOT MSFT "5T' J TRT TO 
TOTO5 TOTO TO RTOfa TOTOT \TOTT 3TfETfWT TOt 
TOT 17 (3) R « (TO) TO 3#fa TORT-TOBT 

to fro; fq^ff to TOpro r i 

27. 

3#R TO) fRlfo Tt M TOTfTOT TOfTO TOf TO TORT 

topft tottst! ^rffro ^rot tot^ ^ to tot ^ tott) i 

28. fTOTTl TOl TOR, W fTO^T fR^RTf 3uf^ <£ TOTOTOTO 
7R TOl |[T fTOTTl *ft ^TOTTH TOt frof?T 3 fTOlfTOTT ^TOTTH TO 
TO TO TOt TltTO I 

29. fTOTTt fTOR, srfTOR, srfRJTOl, fett, LfTOlTOGi, TRI4TO 

TORT TO TOT TO# TJ%: TOlfTOr TOTt TTT TO TOpf TOTOt TO 
TOTOTOTO TOft; yfdklH TOt TOFpft fTOlf?T Rtf Ht WP ^t?TT 
t TO Tt ^ ^ fTOTTT ^Pft TO gfTOH TO TOT ^ ^ TO 

f^ TOTO ^ ftqri TOFft TOfro I 

30. pro ft Hfroro trot to f pro 3 3 #tto ^ro^/Tfffwff 
^ TO #t TOt fRlftT f TOT Ttf TOvft sJTOsJdT ^ fTOTTt ft 
TOft/frortTOT ^R1 Rtf ft ftf TO ft TOft TTfR TOT f 
3toft ft trofro/TOTTOift fft sffc 3roftro(vft to fro? 
ffrfro to ^ Rft TOTffff qt fros torto TOjft to^to^ 

TO^RTI 

31. ^ TTTTOTT TfTOTOFT TOt 7^ TOt fTOTTTO ^ %T TOff TOt 
TOTRTOftf sftTTO ft TOTTOT TTTtfTO fTOTT TOTTOT f yfdkJH 

TO aiPdRcki TOtf to toJtor TOif qt %t top #t i 

New Delhi, the 19th August, 2014 

S.O. 2245.—Whereas M/s. L&T Technology 
Services Limited [under Code No. MH/THN/206170 in 
Regional Office, Thane] (hereinafter referred to as the 
establishment) has applied for exemption under clause (a) 
of sub-section (1) of Section 17 of the Employees’ Provident 
Funds and Miscellaneous Provisions Act, 1952 (19 of 1952) 
(hereinafter referred to as the Act). 

2. And whereas in the opinion of the Central 
Government, the rules of the provident fund of the said 
establishment with respect to the rates of contribution are 
not less favourable to employees therein than those 
specified in Section 6 of the said Act and the employees 
are also in enjoyment of other provident fund benefits 
provided under the said Act or under the Employees’ 
Provident Funds Scheme, 1952 (hereinafter referred to as 
the Scheme) in relation to the employees in any other 
establishment of similar character. 

3. Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (a) of sub-section (1) of Section 17 of the said 
Act and subject to the conditions annexed with this 
notification, the Central Government, hereby, exempts the 
said establishment from the operation of all the provisions 


of the said Scheme with effect from 1-1-2014 until further 
notification. 

[No. S-35015/74/2014-SS-I1] 
SUBHASH KUMAR, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

CONDITIONS FOR GRANT OF EXEMPTION FROM 
THE PROVISIONS OF EMPLOYEES PROVIDENT 
FUND SCHEME, 1952 

1. The employer shall establish a Board of Trustees 
under his Chairmanship for the management of the 
Provident Fund according to such directions as may be 
given by the Central Government or the Central Provident 
Fund Commissioner, as the case may be, from time to time. 
The provident fund shall vest in the Board of Trustees 
who will be responsible for and accountable to the 
Employees’ Provident Funds Organisation, inter alia, for 
proper accounts of the receipts into and payment from the 
Provident Fund and the balance in their custody. For this 
purpose, the “employer” shall mean : 

(i) In relation to an establishment, which is a factory, 
the owner or occupier of the factory: and 

(ii) In relation to any other establishment, the person 
who, or the authority, that has the ultimate control 
over the affairs of the establishment. 

2. The Board of Trustees shall meet at least once in 
every three months and shall function in accordance with 
the guidelines that may be issued from time to time by the 
Central Govemment/Central Provident Fund Commissioner 
(CPFC) or an officer authorized by him. 

3. All employees’ as defined in Section 2(f) of the act, 
who have been eligible to become members of the Provident 
Fund’ had the establishment not been granted exemption, 
shall be enrolled as members. 

4. Where an employee who is already a member of 
Employees’ Provident fund or a Provident Fund of any 
other exempted establishment is employed in his 
establishment, the employer shall immediately enroll him 
as a member of the fund. The employer should also arrange 
to have the accumulations in the Provident Fund account 
of such employee with his previous employer transferred 
and credited into his account. 

5. The employer shall transfer to the Board of Trustees 
the contributions payable to the Provident Fund by himself 
and employees at the rate prescribed under the act from 
time to time by the 15th of each month following the month 
for which the contributions are payable. The employer shall 
be liable to pay simple interest in terms of the provisions of 
Section 7Q of the Act for any delay in payment of any dues 
towards the Board of Trustees. 

6. The employer shall bear all the expenses of the 
administration of Provident Fund and also make good any 
other loss that may be caused to the Provident Fund due 
to theft, burglary, defalcation, misappropriation or any 
other reason. 
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7. Any deficiency in the interest declared by the Board 
of Trustees is to be made good by the employer to bring it 
up to the statutory limit. 

8. The employer shall display on the notice board of 
the establishment, a copy of the rules of the funds as 
approved by the appropriate authority and as and when 
amended thereto along with a translation in the language 
of the majority of the employees. 

9. The rate of contributions payable, the conditions 
and quantum of advances and other matters laid down 
under the provident fund rules of the establishment and 
the interest credited to the account of each member, 
calculated on the monthly running balance of the member 
and declared by the Board of Trustees shall not be lower 
than those declared by the Central Government under the 
various provisions prescribed in the Act and Scheme framed 
thereunder. 

10. Any amendment to the Scheme, which is more 
beneficial to the employees than the existing rules of the 
establishment, shall be made applicable to them 
automatically pending formal amendment of the Rules of 
the Trust. 

11. No amendment in the rules shall be made by the 
employer without the prior approval of the Regional 
Provident Fund Commissioner. The Regional Provident 
Fund Commissioner shall before giving his approval give a 
reasonable opportunity to the employees to explain their 
point of view. 

12. All claims for withdrawals, advances and transfers 
should be settled expeditiously, within the maximum time 
frame prescribed by the Employees’ Provident Fund 
Organisation. 

13. The Board of Trustees shall maintain detailed 
accounts to show the contributions credited withdrawal 
and interest in respect of each employee. The maintenance 
of such records should preferably be done electronically. 
The establishments should periodically transmit the details 
of members’ accounts electronically as and when directed 
by the Central Provident Commissioner/Regional Provident 
Fund Commissioner. 

14. The Board of Trustees shall issue an annual 
statement of accounts or pass books to every employee 
within six months of the close of financial/accounting year 
free of cost once in the year. Additional printouts can be 
made available as and when the members want, subject to 
nominal charges. In case of passbook, the same shall remain 
in custody of employee to be updated periodically by the 
Trustees when presented to them. 

15. The employer shall make necessary provisions to 
enable all the members to be able to see their account 
balance from the computer terminals as and when required 
by them. 


16. The Board of Trustees and the employer shall file 
such returns monthly/annually as may be prescribed by 
the Employees’ Provident Fund Organisation within the 
specified time limit, failing which it will be deemed as a 
default and the Board of Trustees and employer will jointly 
and separately be liable for suitable penal action by the 
Employees’ Provident Fund Organisation. 

17. The Board of Trustees shall invest the monies of the 
provident fund as per the directions of the Government 
from time to time. Failure to make investments as per 
directions of the Government shall make the Board of 
Trustees separately and jointly liable to surcharge as may 
be imposed by the Central Provident Fund Commissioner 
or his representative. 

18. (a) The securities shall be obtained in the name of 

Trust. The securities so obtained should be in 
dematerialized (DEMAT) form and in case the 
required facility is not available in the areas where 
the trust operates the Board of Trustees shall 
inform the Regional Provident Fund Commissioner 
concerned about the same. 

(b) The Board of Trustees shall maintain a script wise 
register and ensure timely realization of interest. 

(c) The DEMAT Account should be opened through 
depository participants approved by Reserve Bank 
of India and Central Government in accordance 
with the instructions issued by the Central 
Government in this regard. 

(d) The cost of maintaining DEMAT account should 
be treated as incidental cost of investment by the 
Trust. Also all types of cost of investments like 
brokerage for purchase of securities etc. shall be 
treated as incidental cost of investment by the 
Trust. 

19. All such investments made like purchase of securities 
and bonds, should be lodged in the safe custody of 
depository participants approved by Reserve Bank of India 
and Central Government, who shall be the custodian of the 
same. On closure of establishment or liquidation or 
cancellation of exemption from EPF Scheme, 1952 such 
custodian shall transfer the investment obtained in the 
name of the Trust and standing in its credit to the Regional 
PF Commissioner concerned directly on receipt of request 
from the Regional PF Commissioner concerned to that effect. 

20. The establishment shall intimate to the Regional P.F. 
Commissioner concerned the details of depository 
participants (approved by RBI and Central Government), 
with whom and in whose safe custody, the investments 
made in the name of trust, viz., investments made in 
securities, bonds, etc. have been lodged. However, the 
Board of Trustees may raise such sum of sums of money 
as may be required for meeting obligatory expenses such 
as settlement of claims, grant of advances as per rules and 
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transfer of member’s PF accumulations in the event of his/ 
her leaving service of the employer and any other receipts 
by sale of the securities or other investments standing in 
the name of the Fund subject to the prior approval of the 
Regional PF Commissioner. 

21. Any commission, incentive, bonus or other 
pecuniary rewards given by any financial or other 
institutions for the investments made by the Trust should 
be credited to its account. 

22. The employer and the members of the Board of 
Trustees, shall furnish a written undertaking agreeing to 
abide by the conditions and this shall be legally binding 
on the employer and the Board of Trustees, including their 
successors and assignees. 

23. The employer and the Board of Trustees shall also 
give an undertaking to transfer the funds promptly within 
the time limit prescribed by the concerned RPFC in the 
event of cancellation of relaxation. This shall be legally 
binding on them and will make them liable for prosecution 
in the event of any delay in the transfer of funds. 

24. (a) The account of the Provident Fund maintained by 

the Board of Trustees shall be subject to audit by 
a qualified independent chartered accountant 
annually. Where considered necessary the EPFO 
shall have the right to have the accounts re-audited 
by any other qualified auditor and the expenses 
so incurred shall be borne by the employer. 

(b) A copy of the Auditor’s report alongwith the 
audited balance sheet should be submitted to this 
office by the Auditors directly within six months 
after the closing of the financial year from 1st 
April to 31st March. The format of the balance 
sheet and the information to be furnished in the 
report shall be prescribed by the Employees’ 
Provident fund Organisation and made available 
with the RPFC office in electronic format as well as 
a signed hard copy. 

(c) The same auditors should not be appointed for 
two consecutive years and not more than the 
relaxation withdrawn from the first day of the next 
succeeding financial year. 

25. Any loss for the three consecutive financial years or 
erosion in the capital base shall have the relaxation 
withdrawn from the first day of the next succeeding financial 
year. 

26. The employer shall provide for such facilities for 
inspection and pay such inspection charges as the Central 
Government may from time to time direct under clause (a) 
of sub-section (3) of Section 17 of the Act within 15 days 
from the close of every month. 

27. In the event of any violation of the conditions for 
grant of relaxation, by the employer or the Board of 


Trustees, the relaxation granted shall be cancelled after 
issuing a show cause notice in this regard to the concerned 
persons. 

28. In the event of any loss to the trust as a result of any 
fraud, defalcation, wrong investment decisions etc. the 
employer shall be liable to make good the loss. 

29. In case of any change of legal status of the 
establishment as a result of merger, de-merger, acquisition, 
sale, amalgamation, formation of a subsidiary, whether 
wholly owned or not etc., the relaxation granted shall stand 
revoked and the establishment should promptly report the 
matter for grant of fresh relaxation. 

30. In case there are more than one unit/establishment 
participating in the common Provident Fund Trust, all the 
trustees shall be jointly and separately liable/responsible 
for any default committed by any of the trustees/employer 
of any of the participating units and the RPFC shall take 
suitable legal action against all the trustees of the common 
Provident Fund Trust. 

31. The Central Government may lay down further 
conditions for continuation of exemption of the 
establishment and the establishment shall be bound to 
comply with these additional conditions as and when the 
same are communicated. 

#■#4#, 19 31474, 2014 

cFT.StT. 2246.—'44f41 ## 7,d 7,^31 4441 41## 

MkZ* TF§qr 47474/202493 # 344 % s#]q 

444 ^‘) (iRI^Rl'd yPdklH # 7^1 3 74lf#T) 4 4>4dl(l 

1952 (1952 47 19) 

( Till'd 3#rfwr # 44 4' 71#%) 4lt RTTT 17 41144-4171 
(1 ) # W (41) 41 314% ^ # %tr 34444 f#41 f I 

2. afk 44% #41 HTW # f#417 # 3T7RH 4lt 47? # 
7m 4' 444 yPdMH # ##4 %4 fwr 444 arfsrfwr #) 
4171 6 4 PdPdRki fqq# #) 44141 4 4)4-41 R-mT # f% 414 
3M44d 474 t #17 ch4dl(l 7P|41 7444 # fqqff 3R4 ##414 

4 ' 4 ) 4 diRdT # 7m 4 ' 444 srferfwr 31441 4,441(1 ##4 

fqfer #441, 1952 ( Td^KId #441 # 44 # 71#%) # 
314% 444R4 3R4 #454 fqffer I17[f4413if 47 # 7TT4 4417# 

tl 

3. 314:, 314, #41 717477 444 3lfqfqq4 #[ 4171 17 #) 
44 4171 ( 1) # 74^4 (4)) 31444 444 #44# 47 WT 4174 
fir, 471 3lf47J441 # 744 7#F4 414? # 3R4T#4, ifdd^RI 
444 #441 # 71# 444# # 441414 # 1-4-2009 3 314# 
3#17J441 441 444 ##314 47 ^4 4414 4174? f I 

[71. 471-35015/47/20 M-TTEpTr-II] 

7|4iq 41417, 3147 7lf44 
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stfqsr 

Ch4^l<l f^rfsr , 1952 ^ % *!££ 

yqii chi'! TIR# 

1. Piqlqdl WI-WI R##tR RIRR 3TRRT R#tR qf#R 

fqfq 3TRjRT, #TTt qt ffqfq #, f#; Rpt R# f# fq#ff 

R ST^TTR qfRR fqfq R qRqq RRTt 3RR3TTT 4' 
^qRftR#qfeqq#TTi qfqsq fqfq ^tt# Rt^ 4' fq%q ## # 
rr straT R rtr-rtr q>4qid qf#R fqfq qqqq r qfq 
qfpq fqfq 4' yiPm# aftr rt# ^ ■gqqrq qt Rfqq ##' 3# 
qqqft srfqr^T 4 #q q# # f#r; ach«i41 #rt i w yRMH#, 
“fqRqR”ft :— 

(i) fRTTt yPdkJH, Rt TR <=hR.-islHI #, RTTR qRR # 
RltelH RT TRl# 3TRRT 3#nR?IT Rfqf# #TT; sffc 

(ii) fRTTt RR ypd WH Rqqq q, Rq ^qfqq, 3TRRT #wt 

srfq^q #rt, Pdqqy rtt yPdksn qt qqqqqR rt qfqq 

Pd4yui ri 

2. Rpft #r fqq#t 4' rr # rr T/tt rr ^hr 
RqqT 3fk rr- qt^ qubK/dt## qfrR fqfq RRjqq 
(qlylTTql) rrrt qq# ^rtt RTfR?RT f#qt Rfqqqft <^rrt 
qqq-qqq rt Rift for rr rtr f#?###' qt srjttr qr# 
r#t i 

3. 3Tfqf#mqft rrt2(r) 4#RRftRTf#q#R#q#, 
Rt qfqR fqfq r -qqqq qqq r rr # t; qfq yPdkiH qft rr 
rrt q# qft ##, rr qqqR qqqq qrRTfRR fRRT rttri 

4. rtr qftf qqfqrft rt h$<H fit fRqt srr rtr-rirt 
qfqwr r fqrqf q#RRt RfRR fqfq rrrt Rfqsq fqfq rt 
qqqq #, qq rttr qfqwr r fqqffqq fRRT qrai i, # 
Pddlqdi rrtr fqfq # rrtr ^ qq 4 qiqffqqr q^qn 
fqqtqqT q4qid ^ qfqR fqfq Rid 4' qgqr fqqfqqT 
^ qqq TTfqqf 3fqftq sftl qqj qqqm qft qt BqqRTT q^R I 

5. fqqtqqT qfqsq fqpq qff qq^ q^iq afq qqpqqt ^ 
q^Tq qqq-qqq qq qrfqfqqq ^ aiqrf^ fqqfftq qq ^ 
qpqqrq qft, fqq qiq r %q qfqqF qq R qqR qrq R qrq 
qft 15 cnqtqq qqr Riqft «ft^ qft qqfqq qnqni Ph qlddi Rrqft 
qtif qft fqq#t ^ft r gqqR 4' fqqqt fqqqq r %q aqpqfwr 
qft qro 7 ^ Rqqqf ^ sgqnq qqqTqq srqi qq4 qq qpft 
qW I 

6. fqqtqqT qfqR fqpq r qqqqq qf qqt ^rq qqq q^R 
aftq Rtqt, ^?ft, qqq, ff^fqqtq srqqT fqqqt str qqqq ^ 
qftpq fqfq qft ^t qqR qrqf fqqqt r^ qft qt qqqif r^r i 

7. Riqft qfi qqro qtfqq qq 4' fqqqt qqft qft qt fqqtqR 
qqrq "^q Irr rr qW afn qffqpqR rIr rr rtr 
rr i 


8. fqqtqqT qq Rqt fqqq qqftfqq fRq rtr, Rjfqq 
Rfqqqft ^ R^qtfqq, fqfq r fqqqf qft tr qfq 
3#yq'tei|ch r4r1tr qft qiR q rtr sr^Rq qfqq qfqwr 
RTjRRqqR qqf^qqqR i 

9. yPdkJH R qfRR fqfq fqqqt R 3fqrfq fqqfffq qq 
3fqqjq qft qr, srfqq qft qpf 3^ RTR qR 3qq Rqqt 3?k 
qqFT ^ qifqR Rqj^qtq rt qqfqq srk Rpqf qti qqiq 
qtftq, r=4r qqFT qf Rid 4‘ rr Irr tr rtr, srfqfqqq 
afq qq^ afqrfq fqftq rrr 4' fqqfffq fqfqR qqqqf ^ 
a#^R ^q rtre qqrq qtftq rt ^ rr q#'i 

10. rrr q qftf qqftqq, Rt qfqwr r IqqqRq fqqqf 
qft TjqRT q qqfRffqf r %q 3ifqR RrqqrqR qt, qq ret 
R fqqqt q 3TtqRffR qqftqq r qffqq qqq qq r qqq;RF^ 
fRRRTTR I 

11. fqqtqqT qqrq fqqqf 4 qftf qt qqftqq ^qtq qfRq 
fqfq srT^qq ^ ^ qjolqq ^ fqR qqf %r rttri ^qfq 
qfRq fqfq 3q^qq rtr Rjqtqq ^ ^ qqfRftqf qft 

3T4R RR RTR qq4 RT RfRR 3TRR[^R I 

12. fqqqqt, qffrq afrr 3fqqq R qqt qrq qqfRft qfqR 
fqfq qqqq qRq fqqfffq arfqqrqq qqq qfR r qtrq, RtqR 
^ fqqRTRTqn i 

13. Rqft qff q?qR qqfRft qt qqq 4‘ rr fqq; rt; 
3TRqjq, fqqqqt sfk rir q#t ^ fRq fqqqftq RDsff rt 
qR-Rsnq r^ri srfq^Tsff rt tr-trir srfqRqq: 
#q#qR rr ft trt rttri qfqwr snqfqR qq 3 rr 
R qt ^Rtq qfRq fqfq qFrqq/afqtq qfRq fqfq qqjqq 
TRq fq^T Irr rtt, qRpff ^ Rteff qft #qqffqR rr 3 
qqtfRTRtjt i 

14. ■qrqt Rt^ r 4 q q^r rr fRqftq/RRT r4 r retr qtq 
R qrq R RtRT R?RR RRfRRt RT fq:qjRR RTR RTT RTf^R 
fRRRT RRR RRT^R RRt RRR I RR Rqt qRTR RT#‘, srfqffRT 

fffeqfqq hihhir r qqq r rtr rrt®4 rrt; rt qqrq fi 
qrq^R r qrqq q Rq qnfRRt r qrq #nf fqq tr^t fqq; 
rtr rt ■qrfqqf t^tpt qiRfqR qq q sr^rqq feR rtrr i 

15 . fqqtqqT qqt qqqqf qft qqqft snRRTRRTjqR rtojhtt 
dfflddT 3 qqq Rid ff qft qfq qfq qft ^ qq«f rrr 

^ fqm; 3 ttrrtr RRqrq Rfd i 

16. RRltRti qfr fqqfqdl qrffRRt qfRR fqfq qqqq ^RR 
rrt fqffq qq q q fRRTfqqf fqfqf^R qqq qfR r qf?R 
qrfqR/RiftR qq ^ rrt Rtjt, fqq q qqq rt fq ^r qrqr 
rttrtt rr ^qqf Rt^ 3 ^r fqqtqR q^ rr ^ 3tr 3Tqrq-3TRq, 
qqfRRt qfRR fqfq qqqq t^RT qft RiR rt# qq^qq qrf#R 
RlfRli r qpft #t i 
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17. FRTTTt Rti ttrr-rrr rt rtrtit Rt fd^tdt' Rt st^rr 
R ftpR fdpR ^ ff4 RR fd%T RTtdTI RTRTTT Rt fd^RTf ^ 3R]RTT 
Md RvH 4" 3TTTRTT ifft RT 'RI'Hl RlS 3RRT-3RRT 3?R 
TFJRTT TR Tt Rt^ftR RffpR fdpR 3TFJRR Rf RTFt RfflfdpR ^RTTT 
RRT 3#R0fRT 3TpRRJRRT RR RTdt Rd RTTFRT I 

18. (RT) RffT^fcTRT ^RTTT ^ RTR 3 RTRT Rft RlRRll fR RRTTT 

R1RT 'SFft R^ R%^]fRRf 3r4ffTRT (RtFR) TR R #dt 
RT%R RRT 'RTR ^ RTFfRTfdR TR4 RTR sH" 4' 
3TRfRR TjfRRT RT RRRRR R RTF Rft ftRffl R “RlRt 
Rti TTRfRR apRtR RffpR fdfR RFJRR Rft RRRft 
TJRRT^Tt I 

(T°T) '•RTTTt fdlR-RTT iPdWT RR1RR1 RRT sRR Rif 
RRR RT RRFTt ^PdPNd RTTdT I 

(R) TRTRT fR RRR 4' t£^Pr TTTRRT ^RRl Rift 

33^ff RT 3FJTTTT RTTRfR ftR^ #?T 3^R ^#q 
TTTRRT ^RRl 3^4) Rd fR^RTRR RfRRlfRRf R> RT^RR 
Tt TRTdT R1R I 

(R) sl4d Tsflft RR TR^ 'RTTT ^RRl fRTR; Rdt RTdt Pd4d 
RR RRTfRR) '5RR RRTF R1R I RfR^fdRf 3RfR Rft TsTTpR 
Rft RdTdt df4 fd%ff Rt RRt RRR ^ TsTR? Rft Rt 
-RIR ^RTR fRR RTR RTR fdRRT RR RRTfRRT 'SRT 
RTdT RTRRT I 

19. RfR^fRRT sftr RFRT Rft TRIpR df4 ff4 fdRRT RTTRfR 
fpRR #TT 3TR ^tR TTTRTTT ^RRl ^Hlftd fdStRFTTT RfcTRlfRRf 
Rft TJTRT 3lfRTRT R Rdf fRRT RTR, Rf RRRT TTTRRT T?fft I 
TRTRdT Rft RRt RT RffTTRIRR RT r4rI< 1 RfRER fdpR, 1952 Tt 
RTF RT RR TTTRRT, "RTR R' RTR RT RTRT RRT RRR RRT R RR 
fRRRT RR RRfRR ^RtR RfR^R fRpR 3TFJRR -?R 3T1RTR RT 
sgifR RT RRTRR ^RtR RlRKf fRpR 3R^RR Rit Rt?t RRftR 
RRRT I 

20. RRTRR RRfRR SRRpq RfR^T fRpR 3R^RR RTT RR fRRRFTR 
RfRRTfRRT ( RTTRtR ftR^ % 3f[T ^RtR RTRRT ^RTR R^HlPdd) 
^ fRRRR TjfRR RlM, fRR^ RTR RRT fRRRTt ^T8TT 3#R^T 
R ^RTR R' RTR RT fRTR RR fRRRT 3TRtR RfR^jfRRT", RFRT RTfR 
4" fRTR RR Pd^l RRt fRTR RR f 1 I RRTfR, 'RIrI Rt^ RR 
RRR% RTt RRTRt RR RRTRT t, RT RTRT RT iRRRTR, fRRRIRRR 
srfRRf RtT Rp^fT afrr fRRtRRT RTt RRT 75te4 RfT fRRfR 4' RRTR 
^ RIRkT fRpR R"RRR ^ 3RTRR afR RfR^ftlRf Rlt feft RRTR 
3RR fRTRt RTfRTRT 3TRRT ^RTR rTr^T fRpR RFJRT RT 
3T^RfRR RTRfRtR fRpR ^ RTR 4' R| 3RR fR%ff 
RTERRTtt ^TRf RR RR RRR RT %R 3TRfRTR RT I 

21. ^RTR RRTR fRRp RR fR^Rlt R> %R fRTRt PRofld RT 3RR 
RRRTatf RcTTR fRR RTR RTR fRTRt RTRtRTR, RTTRIRR, RTRR RT 
3RR 3RP4RT RITR ?R^ TsTRt 4" RT^ RTR I 


22. fRRTRRT afrT ^RTRt RT^ ^ RRTR RTR? RR RTRR RRR RTt 

RRRftT id fold RRR ^t RRT RR ^pRRT RR ^4 fRRTRRT 

aflT ^RRfT Rt^ RT RRTRpRRTTffRf 3^ RRJRfRTRT RT RRR 
RTTR-RTTR RT?TRRTRt RTRT I 

23. IrrTrrt afrr ^ttrT Rti ^ fe -forfR 4' 
7TRTRR sf-RtR RfREq fRpR 3TT^RR ^RRT fR%R RTRR RTlRT ^ 
RtRR RTRTTRT fRpRRf RR 3TWT RTR^ ^ RRR Rt ^RT I R? RR 
RR RTPJRt RTR R[ RTSRRTTRt #n RRT fRpRRf ^ 3TRRR 4' 
RTf^ fRRTR RTt fRRfR 4' 3TpRRpRR RR RTRt RRTRRT I 

24. (RT) ^RTRTt Rt^ ^RTRT ST^RpRR RfR^R fRpR RsTTcTT fRTRTt 

RFR RRTTR Rl4s 'dTsTTRRR ^RTRT RTf^RT 'RTR rT 
RfoT-RRtSTT RTR4 ^ RTRfRtR '?fRT I TR^T RT 3RRRRRT 
RTR5TT TRTR;, RfT RRfRTRt RfRSR fRpR RTR3R Rlt 
3TfRRRR $Pll fRT 'Rg' fRTRTt 3RR 4HR RfoT-RRtRRT 
RRTTT RRTcft Rft RfoT-RRtRT RTRTR; RRT RRT RRTTT 
RsT 4 PdRlddl RRTTT RRR fRTR; RTR*t I 

(RR) HRRT-RRtRRTf RTRTTT pRrdlR r4 STrIr 1 3T^RT t 4 31 
Hl4 RRT Rft RTRlpR ^ RTR W Hdid ^ RtRR 
HRRT-RRtRtR RRR-RR RT%R RRTRT-RRtSJRT RTt fRRti 
RTt RfR RTtR RRT RTTRfdR R RR^R RTt RTTR; I ^dR-RR 
RTT RTRTR sfft; R.4l4 R TTR^TT Rft Rid RTdt 
RTRRTTRt RRpRTRt RfRKT fRpR RTRRR RRTRT fRRffRR 
Rft TRTRTft RRT RTRfdR RRfR RfRM fdfR 3TTRRR RT 
RTIRfdR 4 R^RRjfRRT RTRTR RT RTTR RRRTRfRR yPdPdPM 
R RRRTRR rtr^ RTTRRt | 

(R) RRT # HTRT-RRtRRff RTT ddldK Rt R^ ^ %R RRT 
SFTRf fRRfR R4 ^ RR^ fRR t 4 fRdt t 4 3TpRRT ^ 
%R fR^RR RT fRTRT RTR | 

25. RTRTRIR RfR fRTrftR RR? RRT Rfff RTfR RT TJRt 3TTRR 4' 
RTRtRt Rft STR^ P=lcdl 4 r 4 Rf RRRf fRR Rt fRRTt RTRT RtRt I 

26. fRRTRRT RTRRT RTR Rft RHlPkl R 15 fRR ^ RtRR fRTtRR 
t<3 ^ft TgfRRT3ff RR RTRRTR RTRRT RRT fRTtRR RRTR RR 
^JRRTR RTRRT RT RTRTTR RTTRTR RRTTT arfRfRRR RTt 
RTR 17 R> RR-TsRTg' (3) ^ RPR (RT) ^ 3#rfR TTRR-TTRR 
RT fRR fd^RTf RT 3T^RR RT | 

27. ^RTTTt^RTfR^RRT^RTR'^^^fdRRTRf^fRTRt 
RRdRR Rft fTRffT 4' Rt R^ TTRpRR ^TfRR Rft ?R RRR 4' 
RRRR RRTaft RtfeR Rift RTRp ^ RTR T^ RR Rt RTRRt I 

28. fRTTTt Rt Rtfo, RRR, RTTR fd^RT fR°fRf 3TTfR ^ RTdTRRR 
RTR Rft fR fRTTTt Rt 'JRTRTd Rft fTRffT 4' fdRfRRT 'JRTRTd tJTT 
RTrt RR RTdt wtdT I 

29. fRTTTt fRTTR, arfRdR, arfRRRR, fRRft, RRftRTRR, RRTRRT 
RTRdt RR RHd RTR TRTffRR RTdft RT RT RRf RTRTRt RT 
RTdTRRR RfR yPdkJH Rft RTPJdt fTRffT 4' Rftf Rt RRTTTR RtRT 
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t HT Tt Hf ^ fTOH H7T ^ ^ ^ 

H1H74 H?I iTHT^ HiFTI HTflTT I 

30. ft nf^r trot ^ 3 ^ 3 3 #th 7 ^4/yRi>BHT 

^ HPT ^ ^ HPT ptf HTpft sJddsJdT ^ fppft Hi 

P^/fpHfpPT THTH Htff Hi ^ H7 Hi PT^I HfW ^ 
3TPPT 3 fpp%P/^HTPTl #1 3TP 3TKMllJ,THl 3TPT Hf^PH 
fpfH ^ <£ HHl ^TTfHHT ^ TP^PP PTPJPf PT^HTf 

pt^pti 

31. ^ HTTP Hf?P5F pfl P7l fPTPTPT ^ fpR wf pH 
P5T HPPTl t sfk -pp Hi fPPTl TT^fPP fpPTT WTPT ^ UfdHJFT 
FT Srfpftpp ppff PP 3TJPTPR PP^ ^ %T PTSP #1 I 

New Delhi, the 19th August, 2014 

S.O. 2246. —Whereas M/s. L&T Gulf Pvt. Limited 
[under Code No. MN/202493 in Regional Office, Thane] 
(hereinafter referred to as the establishment) has applied 
for exemption under clause (a) of sub-section (1) of Section 
17 of the Employees’ Provident Funds and Miscellaneous 
Provisions Act, 1952 (19 of 1952) (hereinafter referred to as 
the Act). 

2. And whereas in the opinion of the Central 
Government, the rules of the provident fund of the said 
establishment with respect to the rates of contribution are 
not less favourable to employees therein than those 
specified in section 6 of the said Act and the employees are 
also in enjoyment of other provident fund benefits provided 
under the said Act or under the Employees’ Provident 
Funds Scheme, 1952 (hereinafter referred to as the Scheme) 
in relation to the employees in any other establishment of 
similar character. 

3. Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (a) of sub-section (1) of Section 17 of the said 
Act and subject to the conditions annexed with this 
notification, the Central Government, hereby, exempts the 
said establishment from the operation of all the provisions 
of the said Scheme with effect from 1-4-2009 until further 
notification. 

[No. S-35015/47/2014-SS-I1] 
SUBHASH KUMAR, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

CONDITIONS FOR GRANT OF EXEMPTION FROM 
THE PROVISIONS OF EMPLOYEES PROVIDENT 
FUND SCHEME, 1952 

1. The employer shall establish a Board of Trustees 
under his Chairmanship for the management of the 
Provident Fund according to such directions as may be 
given by the Central Government or the Central Provident 
Fund Commissioner, as the case may be, from time to time. 
The provident fund shall vest in the Board of Trustees 
who will be responsible for and accountable to the 
Employees’ Provident Funds Organisation, inter alia, for 


proper accounts of the receipts into and payment from the 
Provident Fund and the balance in their custody. For this 
purpose, the “employer” shall mean :— 

(i) In relation to an establishment, which is a factory, 
the owner or occupier of the factory: and 

(ii) In relation to any other establishment, the person 
who, or the authority, that has the ultimate control 
over the affairs of the establishment. 

2. The Board of Trustees shall meet at least once in 
every three months and shall function in accordance with 
the guidelines that may be issued from time to time by the 
Central Govemment/Central Provident Fund Commissioner 
(CPFC) or an officer authorized by him. 

3. All employees’ as defined in section 2(f) of the act, 
who have been eligible to become members of the Provident 
Fund’ had the establishment not been granted exemption, 
shall be enrolled as members. 

4. Where an employee who is already a member of 
Employees’ Provident fund or a Provident Fund of any 
other exempted establishment is employed in his 
establishment, the employer shall immediately enroll him 
as a member of the fund. The employer should also arrange 
to have the accumulations in the Provident Fund account 
of such employee with his previous employer transferred 
and credited into his account. 

5. The employer shall transfer to the Board of Trustees 
the contributions payable to the Provident Fund by himself 
and employees at the rate prescribed under the act from 
time to time by the 15th of each month following the month 
for which the contributions are payable. The employer shall 
be liable to pay simple interest in terms of the provisions of 
Section 7Q of the Act for any delay in payment of any dues 
towards the Board of Trustees. 

6. The employer shall bear all the expenses of the 
administration of Provident Fund and also make good any 
other loss that may be caused to the Provident Fund due 
to theft, burglary, defalcation, misappropriation or any 
other reason. 

7. Any deficiency in the interest declared by the Board 
of Trustees is to be made good by the employer to bring it 
up to the statutory limit. 

8. The employer shall display on the notice board of 
the establishment, a copy of the rules of the funds as 
approved by the appropriate authority and as and when 
amended thereto along with a translation in the language 
of the majority of the employees. 

9. The rate of contributions payable, the conditions 
and quantum of advances and other matters laid down 
under the provident fund rules of the establishment and 
the interest credited to the account of each member, 
calculated on the monthly running balance of the member 
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and declared by the Board of Trustees shall not be lower 
than those declared by the Central Government under the 
various provisions prescribed in the Act and Scheme framed 
thereunder. 

10. Any amendment to the Scheme, which is more 
beneficial to the employees than the existing rules of the 
establishment, shall be made applicable to them 
automatically pending formal amendment of the Rules of 
the Trust. 

11. No amendment in the rules shall be made by the 
employer without the prior approval of the Regional 
Provident Fund Commissioner. The Regional Provident 
Fund Commissioner shall before giving his approval give a 
reasonable opportunity to the employees to explain their 
point of view. 

12. All claims for withdrawals, advances and transfers 
should be settled expeditiously, within the maximum time 
frame prescribed by the Employees’ Provident Fund 
Organisation. 

13. The Board of Trustees shall maintain detailed 
accounts to show the contributions credited withdrawal 
and interest in respect of each employee. The maintenance 
of such records should preferably be done electronically. 
The establishments should periodically transmit the details 
of members’ accounts electronically as and when directed 
by the Central Provident Commissioner/Regional Provident 
Fund Commissioner. 

14. The Board of Trustees shall issue an annual 
statement of accounts or pass books to every employee 
within six months of the close of financial/accounting year 
free of cost once in the year. Additional printouts can be 
made available as and when the members want, subject to 
nominal charges. In case of passbook, the same shall remain 
in custody of employee to be updated periodically by the 
Trustees when presented to them. 

15. The employer shall make necessary provisions to 
enable all the members to be able to see their account 
balance from the computer terminals as and when required 
by them. 

16. The Board of Trustees and the employer shall file 
such returns monthly/annually as may be prescribed by 
the Employees’ Provident Fund Organisation within the 
specified time limit, failing which it will be deemed as a 
default and the Board of Trustees and employer will jointly 
and separately be liable for suitable penal action by the 
Employees’ Provident Fund Organisation. 

17. The Board of Trustees shall invest the monies of the 
provident fund as per the directions of the Government 
from time to time. Failure to make investments as per 
directions of the Government shall make the Board of 
Trustees separately and jointly liable to surcharge as may 
be imposed by the Central Provident Fund Commissioner 
or his representative. 


18. (a) The securities shall be obtained in the name of 

Trust. The securities so obtained should be in 
dematerialized (DEMAT) form and in case the 
required facility is not available in the areas where 
the trust operates the Board of Trustees shall 
inform the Regional Provident Fund Commissioner 
concerned about the same. 

(b) The Board of Trustees shall maintain a script wise 
register and ensure timely realization of interest. 

(c) The DEMAT Account should be opened through 
depository participants approved by Reserve Bank 
of India and Central Government in accordance 
with the instructions issued by the Central 
Government in this regard. 

(d) The cost of maintaining DEMAT account should 
be treated as incidental cost of investment by the 
Trust. Also all types of cost of investments like 
brokerage for purchase of securities etc. shall be 
treated as incidental cost of investment by the 
Trust. 

19. All such investments made like purchase of securities 
and bonds, should be lodged in the safe custody of 
depository participants approved by Reserve Bank of India 
and Central Government, who shall be the custodian of the 
same. On closure of establishment or liquidation or 
cancellation of exemption from EPF Scheme, 1952 such 
custodian shall transfer the investment obtained in the 
name of the Trust and standing in its credit to the Regional 
PF Commissioner concerned directly on receipt of request 
from the Regional PF Commissioner concerned to that effect. 

20. The establishment shall intimate to the Regional P.F. 
Commissioner concerned the details of depository 
participants (approved by RBI and Central Government), 
with whom and in whose safe custody, the investments 
made in the name of trust, viz., investments made in 
securities, bonds, etc. have been lodged. However, the 
Board of Trustees may raise such sum of sums of money 
as may be required for meeting obligatory expenses such 
as settlement of claims, grant of advances as per rules and 
transfer of member’s PF accumulations in the event of his/ 
her leaving service of the employer and any other receipts 
by sale of the securities or other investments standing in 
the name of the Fund subject to the prior approval of the 
Regional PF Commissioner. 

21. Any commission, incentive, bonus or other 
pecuniary rewards given by any financial or other 
institutions for the investments made by the Trust should 
be credited to its account. 

22. The employer and the members of the Board of 
Trustees, shall furnish a written undertaking agreeing to 
abide by the conditions and this shall be legally binding 
on the employer and the Board of Trustees, including their 
successors and assignees. 
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23. The employer and the Board of Trustees shall also 
give an undertaking to transfer the funds promptly within 
the time limit prescribed by the concerned RPFC in the 
event of cancellation of relaxation. This shall be legally 
binding on them and will make them liable for prosecution 
in the event of any delay in the transfer of funds. 

24. (a) The account of the Provident Fund maintained by 

the Board of Trustees shall be subject to audit by 
a qualified independent chartered accountant 
annually. Where considered necessary the EPFO 
shall have the right to have the accounts re-audited 
by any other qualified auditor and the expenses 
so incurred shall be borne by the employer. 

(b) A copy of the Auditor’s report alongwith the 
audited balance sheet should be submitted to this 
office by the Auditors directly within six months 
after the closing of the financial year from 1st 
April to 31st March. The format of the balance 
sheet and the information to be furnished in the 
report shall be prescribed by the Employees’ 
Provident fund Organisation and made available 
with the RPFC office in electronic format as well as 
a signed hard copy. 

(c) The same auditors should not be appointed for 
two consecutive years and not more than the 
relaxation withdrawn from the first day of the next 
succeeding financial year. 

25. Any loss for the three consecutive financial years or 
erosion in the capital base shall have the relaxation 
withdrawn from the first day of the next succeeding financial 
year. 

26. The employer shall provide for such facilities for 
inspection and pay such inspection charges as the Central 
Government may from time to time direct under clause (a) 
of sub-section (3) of Section 17 of the Act within 15 days 
from the close of every month. 

27. In the event of any violation of the conditions for 
grant of relaxation, by the employer or the Board of 
Trustees, the relaxation granted shall be cancelled after 
issuing a show cause notice in this regard to the concerned 
persons. 

28. In the event of any loss to the trust as a result of any 
fraud, defalcation, wrong investment decisions etc. the 
employer shall be liable to make good the loss. 

29. In case of any change of legal status of the 
establishment as a result of merger, de-merger, acquisition, 
sale, amalgamation, formation of a subsidiary, whether 
wholly owned or not etc., the relaxation granted shall stand 
revoked and the establishment should promptly report the 
matter for grant of fresh relaxation. 

30. In case there are more than one unit/establishment 
participating in the common Provident Fund Trust, all the 
trustees shall be jointly’ and separately liable/responsible 


for any default committed by any of the trustees/employer 
of any of the participating units and the RPFC shall take 
suitable legal action against all the trustees of the common 
Provident Fund Trust. 

31. The Central Government may lay down further 
conditions for continuation of exemption of the 
establishment and the establishment shall be bound to 
comply with these additional conditions as and when the 
same are communicated. 

F|fF44Tt, 19 3FT4F, 2014 

c&r.srr. 2247—4dPF 3tR<q RRdI efface (f%Fl) 

feftfe (FFF WTT FFF/4989 Ft ct>|A|fdF 

yPdtBH FF F TT^f^RT) 4 

FfFFfFfF sffcFFfafFFFF 3#rfwr, 1952 (1952 FF 19 ) 
( 3#rfFFF <£ 4=tq 4' 4TFf4F) Fft FTF 17 FPt FF-FTF 

(1) ^ (Ft) F^ 3F^FF fFtFT t I 

2. sfk FFfFf ^ 4T4FF4 Ft fFFT4 4' 3TFF1F Ftt TIT ^ 

4m 4' fff yPdtBH ^ Ff^RF f^fF iwr fff srfkrfwr Ftt 
FTF 6 4f Pc|PdR»d fFFFf Ftt TJFFT 4' cb4-4lR*iT ^ FTF 
dy^Fd Flff ^ sfk cbikld Ft ferft 3FF yfabdH 

F FFfFTfFFT Tt 4TFF F FFF 3#TfFFF 3TFFT FFpFRt Ffm 
f4fF FTFFT, 1952 ( d,d^MIId FTFFT ^ F3 4 4TFP4 f) ^ 
3#4f FFFTST 3RT Ffm f4fF FgfFFTSTf FF Ft TIFF F5T 4# 

tl 

3. FF:, 3TF, 4FFF4 FFF 3#rfFFF Ftt FTF 17 Ft! 
FF FTF ( 1) FRF (FT) 3FFfF FTF ^iPdddT FF WI FT44 
fT, ¥F 3TfF4JFFT ^ 4FF 4T4FF FTcff ^ FSFTFtF, d,d<^KI 
FFF #3RT ^ FFl FFFFf ^ FFTFR F 01-11-1988 3 3FTFf 
3lfF4JFFT FFT FFF yPdtBIH FF FTF FT4Ft t I 

[4T. FF-35015/72/2014-FFTF-H] 

4JFTF ^FH, 3TF4 4TpFF 

3?^sr 

chttalP) f4fF FpjRI, 1952 FFFFf % TgF 

1. PddlFdl FFF-4TFF F4 F4FF4 3TFFT ^#4 FfsRF 
f4fF 3TFJFF, ^4Tl Ft fFlfF Ft, TFTF fFF Fl4 FTFt 4^ fF^Fff 
FT F^FF Ffm f4fF Ft FFFF FFFt 3TFFSIFT F FF> 
^IPFt «ft^ FfeFF^FTI Ffm f4fF ^TT4Tt Ft^ 4‘fF%F gTFt Ft 
3FF FTcff F> 4FF-4TTF FFpFEt fIf^F fdfF 4TF3F ^ F% 
Ffm frfF 4' FTfFTFf af[4 F4f4 ^ ^FFTF ^ FfFF cfeff af(4 
FFFfl 3rfF4Fl 4' FfF FfFT ^ %F FFRFIFt #F I gF FFTFFT^, 
“fFFTFFT” 4^ 

(i) fFFlt yPdklH, Ff F5R- FF44FTFT Ft, FF^ FFF 4', 
FF4FTTF FF 4FTFt FFFT 3lftFSlFT StfTO 3fl4 
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(ii) fPPt 3Rq yfd WH P #1RR MfpT, 3iqqT RTfqqqp 

3pRpT pqi, RiHHcbl R7R lfe3F W, cblH=bM qq sffpR 

fPPqqpl 

2. Tqjpf PP pq 7 fpRTp P qTR p qjR Rq 7 RR pRR 7 
RTpR 3fk R? RpR RldiK/PlPlq RfpR fPfR 3Rrjqq 
(TppRRTTp) SiqRT RRp RqjR wT?T^7cT fPPt 3pqqqp t^jjtj 

TRRR-RRq RT 73# fpR TRJp RJRf R^llPl^lT P 3RJRR RTp 
RTpR I 

3. spqfqqRPt rrt2( t 5t) PqmMftRilRqRRtqTpRTp, 

7# RpRq fPfR p trrrr qq} p RTR T# f; qfq gf#H Rp T5R 
RRFT qp‘ Pt PP, Rp trrrP p qrq p HiHlTcRd fpRl 7RTRRTI 

4. qRI R# q>4qi(l 7# HgcH P fPPt 3RR 
llfTOF P fPPt RTpRTp RfPq fPfP 3iqRT Rfpq fPfP RR 

7RRTR P, Rp RRp yPdklH P Id 41 Pd d fpRT TqjRT t, eft 

IpRlddl Rp defied fPfq R7 trrrr p qq R HIHlTPd RTpRI 
PdpRdl 7# RTpRTp P Rfpq fPfP MR p qRp R#f fqpqqj 
P Tpqq PPm" 3fqfpT 3# trrj 4WH Pf P cqqqqj r^tr I 

5. Pi4lddl RfpR fPfP Rp RRp RcJTR 3TR RTpRlP P 
RRRI trcrt-trcr rr 3pqfpqR P 3Rpq fPPfcl tr p fq 
31WT qft, fpR W P %R 3TRR fq p qRp qjq p RT^ 
Pf 15 cTR# cTR7 Tqjpf PP qft sfdfpT RTpRI fqpRRl TRRp 
PP R7t fPPt pp' p ■gqqjq p fppt fqqjrq p %TT atfqfqqR 
qft RRI 7R P Mjqp P 3RJRR THRIM ®4M 3RJ RTp qq 
RRft eld I I 

6. Pddlddl RfpR P# ^ "5RTRR ^ Tqqf RR RRd R7#l 
3# Rtft, Tg^cft, qqq, ^fqfqqtR 3TRRT fq# 3RR RTTRI P 
RfRR fdfR qft Rt TRRTR RTRt f#ft RlP # Rt RR# RTplT I 

7. RRTt 7# ^RRl RtfqR RTR R fq# qTRt qft Rt pRltqRT 
qqiKl Tjq Ph4l Tsqqi ?HII 3?R RR qfrfqfqqi qffRT qq7 cdMi 

PtRl I 

8. IqqtqqT -qq q7Rt fqqR Tqqfffqq fqqT qjR, R^Pdd 
RlfqqTRt ^RRI RRl-S^Rtf#, fqfq ^ fqqrff qft 7Tq7 -qfR 
3#RRRq7 c#4lR4t qft RM P R# 33^qiq Tqfpq RpR5R 
^ TjqTTT qz 7 r ■qqffrqqTpqT i 

9. RpRSRT ^ qfqR fqfq fqqrff <£ afcirfq fqqfffq pq 

3rkf qft qr, srffrq qft qp sfk rirt rrt 3Rq rirr 3# 

7RRR ^ Rlfqq7 qRJ^qtq tr qfqfiqq afR rqjRf q# ^qqq 
qtftq, RRq7 7FRFT ^ RTp P tjrtt fqTqT qqr Rrq > srfsrfqqq 
3TR R# 3#ffq fqfpq qfqqj rf fqqfffq fqfRR qqqqf ^ 
3## #q Tqqqrpr ^qjq qffqq qq p qTR Riff sftRT I 

10. qRRT R qfff Tqqffqq, # qfqWT R7 PdqqHH fqqRt 
qft ^rri r qTpqipqf qr fprq 3pqq7 qrrRqRtqi pt, # trir 

^ PrrP R 3fprqipq7 TRRtqq ^ qffqq 7T# qq qq qqq : qrr^ 
fqTqiTqTRRT I 


11 . fqqtqqi qqiq Pr# P q# Rt Rpftqq pqPr Rf#T 
fqpq 3R^qq tjP 3TjRfqq qf fqqi qpf IPtri trirrii apftq 
Rf#T Plfq 3 R^qq 3 ?q 7 q SRjRfqq # p qqfqjffqf qff 
3T97q qqq qqrq qrrp qq qjfqq 3TRRR pRT I 

12. fqqTRp, 3ppR afR 3RRR R7 RRt qiq qr## Rf#T 
fqpq Tqqqq qqRT fqqfffq srfqqTRR RRR TpRl ^ RpR, PtWl 
P pRRTR trirr 1 

13. Tqjpf qfp qqpq qTpqrp ^ pqq p trrj %tt rtt 

3piqF, fqqnPt 3 # qqrfq Pr fpR pRqffq Pm qii 

7Ror-7[Mq qiPni pp 3pRp5§ff qq 7qor-T?onq 3ppRTqq : 

qpqpprqi qqp w trrtrti rPrsh srrPm qqp^q 
q7Rt PPfq Rfqcq fqfq 33Rjqq/pqtq Rfqrq fpR 3R^qq 
qqRi fqqqi fqqi rttr, Rrq?qf P Pm qft qpqpfqqi mt p 
TRpfqqqrPt 1 

14. Mpt PtP qp P RR7 RR pRpq/pM Rp P TqRRq pq 

P RIR P RpR Rpq7 qrpqnP qP pRRjqqi PPf q71 qifpqi 
fqqqq srqqT-qRl^qd 7RTp qrpn I TRq q^Rf qq^q 3pqpqq 

PfesffM HIRHM P RRR P 7RTR RRRIM qTRR 7 RT qqp f | 
RRRfq7 P RTRp P qq qTpqrp P qRT T#P fPP RRgcT fpTR 
73lP 7R Tqrfpqf Rqqq 3Rqfqq7 TRq p ST^Riq fpqT trjrrt | 

15. fppqqi Tqp Tqqpff qff qqqff RTqqqqTRFJRR q^roj^r 
dPddT P 3TRR MR R 7# pq Tqfp qff pqq p RRp RTqq 
P fpR 3Rqqqq7 RTRRR qTpf I 

16. Mpt PP 3p fqqfqqT qrpqip Rfpq fqfq pqqq qqRj 

qqr-fqfqq mt P P fqqppqf fqfqfps Tqqq p|R[ p r# 
RTfpqi/qrfPqi trr P qRR qrPf, fPP q qip rt[ qp ^q? rhi 
7qiRRiqqiMpfPp3pfqqfqqiPgqqqRp3fp;3RTR-3RRT, 
qrpqip RfPq fqfq Prm q^Ri qft trP qipt M^qq qif#q7 
qrtfqp P rtP PP i 

17. Tqjpf qfp RRq-TRRq xpr qqqqq P fqpff p SJRRR 

RfP^r fPfP P PP qri fqpqi qrPn 1 rmr P fqppf P stjrr 

fqpRl qrp P SRTRTRT PP 7R rqjpf qfp 3jqpq-3jqpq 3p 
Tipqq qq P PPtq RfP^r fpfq sq^qq rt rrP PPfqfR qqRi 
RRT 3pqpfqq 3pqqjqq7 qq RRTt qq trtrtr | 

18. (q7) RfpTpjqf trtR p qjR p qjqr qff TRTRrffl fR qqTR 

RTR1 Pf M RfpT-pjqf 3Tpffqq7 (Pfpq) MJ p pqt 
MfpR RR1 TqRJ p qqpqTfpq Trqq qjp pp p 

3Tpf^q Tgfqqj P qqqnsq q PP Pf fPlfP P TqRp 
PtP pqfpq ppq RfqM fqfq Rjpqq qq fRpf 
TgfRiPP 1 

(7§r) Tqjpf pp fpfq-qjq ppr^r qqjqqj qqj ^jjq qff 
RRq RT qqjpf Tpqfqqq qpqj | 

(q) Tppq iqTRT rr pqq p ppfq RRrqqq RRRJ trjP 
3RJpp p 3TRRR RRcftq fpRp pq7 afk PPtR 
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RTOET fRajRETE #ETf#TT TO RETOR 

# T#TT TOTT I 

(■sr) sIer tret tor t# ^rora 3 eki fror to# <=ii<h Pi#i 

TOR ET#ETO °TOTO TTFTT WtT I #'Tf#f!' 3# TOft 7s[f# 
TOf! TeTT# #E fRTOTTT TO TT# TO # TTO# TO # 
TORT TfTRT fTOT TOT TOT Pi# TO yI-HPI<=h TOT 
TOTT TORTT I 

19. #Ef#3#TOT##Ts##T#TT#f^ ETT#TO 

ft# # 3TR ##TO TETORT RTOET fRatEETR ###' 

to! "gran 3 t1to8tt #' # fror tot;, to! rtttoi torstto r# i 

TTOTEET TOf to! TO mReENH TO TO## TOfTOTO frofro, 1952 # 
R^R RT TOR TRSTTO, TORT TO TOR RT TORT TOTOT 3TER TORT # E# 

fro# to! tttoTtoe afro# rItoto f#ro 3 tejtor #, tor 3ttttto TOf 

3EjtfTO RT T## af#TO Ef#TO ## 3TEJTOR TO! TT# 3#f# 
TO# I 

20. TTOTERT TORFTOT ##TO RfTOTO f# 3TFJET TOT TOT fRaTEETE 
#ETf#TT ( ETT#TO ft# #FT 3# TO# TETORT RTOET TO^RlRd) 

to f#TOT # RjfTOcT tot#, Itoeto rrt etot fro#) TjrarT srfRran 

TO TORT TO RFT TOT fTOT ET ## 3T#T Rf?T#TO , TOT#!' 3# 
R fTOT ET fETOTT # fTOT ET If I ETOTfE, TORT! # TOT 
TOE## TOf TOT# TOT TTTOTET t, TOT TO# TO Pd MRIH, fETOREJTTE 
3TftTRT TOf R#t! 3# Pd R| TO I TOft HTOT #t# TOft ft# TO TTRTTO 
TO Rf#TO f#TO TTTOTOE TO 3ETTH 3# #*[##' TOf #9# RTORT 
3ETO fTO# RTfRTTO 3TTOTOT 8J#TO Rf#TO f#TO STTJTOE TO 
3EJ#E TO TOT## f#T TO ETR TO ER 3ETO ###' ## 
TOT?TOTOEft TORT TO tJR TO# TO f#7 3#faTTO TO I 

21. TORT RTOET f#T ET ### TO f#7 fTO# Pc)## TO 3ETO 
TETOT3ff RTOET f# TO1R TOT# fTO# TOR#, EETTTEE, TORE TO 
3TTO 3## TOTR RETO TOTR #' TO# TOR I 

22 . froftron ark tort! to# TOf etoft tor? tot ritor to# TOft 

ER# RR IT fTOfTOR TORR # ETOT TOE #TTO TOR k fRRfRRT 
TOR TOT# # # RcRRfRTOTftRf # RR^P^nT TOT RR# 
RTR-RTR TOTOTOR! RtRT I 

23. fRTOTOTT 3# TOT# TO# TO TO; #R f# ft# R 
rtoTtor #to Rfroro ftfro 3 tt^tot rtotr f#R rrto #rt to 

#RT RTOTTTO ftf# TOT 3TRTOT TO# TO TOTOR # # I TOR RR 
TOT TOP!# TOR R TOTTOTO# #RT RTOT R# ### TO 3TRTOT R 
TOTff fTORTTO R# # ft# R 3TpR#TR TOT RT# TORT^RT I 

24. (TO) TOT# TO# RcTTR 3## RfTOTO f#T TOTRT fTO# 

TOTTO RTORTO TOT# RRsTTTOTR RTORT TOT#TO TOR tf 
HTOT-RtfaTT TORR TO TOTclf#R rW I TORT # 3TTTOTOTO 
RTRSTT TOTR, # TO#TO# RfTOTO f#T #T3R TOT 
3TfTOTOTR RETT fTO TOR fTO# 3TTO TOTTO TRTsTT-RtfaTTO 
RTORT TTOTRT TOf! TETOT-RtfaTT TORTT RTOT RR RTOTE fT 

# f#flTORT RTOTR TORR fTOT TOT# I 


(TO) HTOT-Rt!aTTOff RcTTR RTctPITO TO^ 3TTO# 1 3#T # 31 
Rl4 TOTO TOf! ■HRlpRI TO TOTR ^R R#R TO #?E 
eTtot-rt!# totor-rto ## TOTOT-Rtfarro TOf! ft# 
TOf! ■# #TO RR TOTTrofeTTO R REITO TOf! TOTT I '^TTR-RTO 
TOR RETOR 3# RR ft# R Ri^d TOf! TOTR TOT# 
TOTRTO# TO#TO# Rf#T fRpTO #T3R RTOTE #TOff# 
TOf! tott# tttot Tfrofroro ##ro Rf#r frofro stt^toto to 
TOR#TTO R R#TO#RTO RTTOR TO TOTTO RTORaff# Rfdf# 
R RRETTOT TOT# TOTT# I 

(r) Ttn # #2n-R#aTroff tot! retete # to 4 # f#r totot 

3ET# fTO#TO TOf # RR# f# # fR# # 3TfTOTO # 
f#T f#TOR RT fTOTOT TOTT I 

25. EETETE #R f## TO# TOTO TO# RT# TOT T# 3TTTOE # 
TO## TOf 3ET# f##T TO# # RR# #R # fR# RTET ## I 

26. fRTOTORT R#TO RTRTOf! RRlPki TO 15 f#TO #?E fRttaTTO 
## #TOTOT# TOR RTTOTOTR TO#T TOTOT #R f#f!aTTO RR# TOT 

^JETOTR TOTORT TOT TOT## EETOTT RTOTTT 3T#rfRTOR TOT! 
TORT 17 # RR-TsUR (3) TO TsUR (TO) TO 3##T TOETO-EETO 
RT f# f##f TO RTJTTR # I 

27. ^TT#TO#TOTfR#TORT^TOTRT|R##fErT#f#fTO# 
REEITOR TOf! ft# # # # ^R TTTOfTOTO #TOT TOTf RTT TTTOTO # 
TOTTER TORT# #fRTT TO# TO# # TOTR TR TOTT # TOTT# I 

28. f#####,RTOR,REIRf#TOf#TOf3##TOEETOETO 
RTR TOf! fT fTO# # 'JTOTTTTR TOf! ft# # ##TORT 'JTOTTTTR ^TT 
TOT# TOR RT# #RT I 

29. fTO#fTOEET, 3TfTOEET, 3TfRERTO, f#f, TTOfTOTTO, TTRETTO 
TOTR# TOR ERR TOTR T# TTOTfRTTO TOT# # TOT R# RET# TO 
RTEETOETO # Rf#ET TOf! TOTEJ# ft# # TOftf # TORETITO #T 
t # # # ^R fRTTTO Rf# ETO ##TR TOR #R # ^R # TO 
f#T RTR# TOf! ft# TOT# TOT# I 

30. Tn # Rf#T ## RTR # TTO # 3 tPtoto RTO##wff 
# RET #t TOf! ft# # RET #t TOT# RTORR# # fTO# # 
RT#/fR#TORT R^TR TOTff # ^TO R# RT TT# RT# TEJTOE EE # 
3TEET # f##RE/RTrEET# R# 3# 3TTT#TRT# 3ER Ef#T 

f#ro etr # to# #trrof # froros rector totej# tor## 

TOtETI 

31. TTTTORT #TOTR # ^R # PdtdTdl # f#T TO# TOf! 
TORT TTTO# t 3# TOTO # RRTOTf T#f#T fTOTTOT TOTTET # yPdkJH 
RR 3Tf## #f TOR 3TJRTER TO# # f# RT^E ## I 

New Delhi, the 19th August, 2014 

S.O. 2247.—Whereas M/s. Aditya Birla Chemicals 
(India) Limited [under Code No. JH/4989 in Regional Office, 
Jharkhand] (hereinafter referred to as the establishment) 
has applied for exemption under clause (a) of sub-section 
(1) of Section 17 of the Employees’ Provident Funds and 
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Miscellaneous Provisions Act, 1952 (19 of 1952) (hereinafter 
referred to as the Act). 

2. And whereas in the opinion of the Central 
Government, the rules of the provident fund of the said 
establishment with respect to the rates of contribution are 
not less favourable to employees therein than those 
specified in section 6 of the said Act and the employees are 
also in enjoyment of other provident fund benefits provided 
under the said Act or under the Employees’ Provident 
Funds Scheme, 1952 (hereinafter referred to as the Scheme) 
in relation to the employees in any other establishment of 
similar character. 

3. Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (a) of sub-section (1) of Section 17 of the said 
Act and subject to the conditions annexed with this 
notification, the Central Government, hereby, exempts the 
said establishment from the operation of all the provisions 
of the said Scheme with effect from 1-11-1988 until further 
notification. 

[No. S-35015/72/2014-SS-II1 
SUBHASH KUMAR, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

CONDITIONS FOR GRANT OF EXEMPTION FROM 
THE PROVISIONS OF EMPLOYEES PROVIDENT 
FUND SCHEME, 1952 

1. The employer shall establish a Board of Trustees 
under his Chairmanship for the management of the 
Provident Fund according to such directions as may be 
given by the Central Government or the Central Provident 
Fund Commissioner, as the case may be, from time to time. 
The provident fund shall vest in the Board of Trustees 
who will be responsible for and accountable to the 
Employees’ Provident Funds Organisation, inter alia, for 
proper accounts of the receipts into and payment from the 
Provident Fund and the balance in their custody. For this 
purpose, the “employer” shall mean : 

(i) In relation to an establishment, which is a factory, 
the owner or occupier of the factory: and 

(ii) In relation to any other establishment, the person 
who, or the authority, that has the ultimate control 
over the affairs of the establishment. 

2. The Board of Trustees shall meet at least once in 
every three months and shall function in accordance with 
the guidelines that may be issued from time to time by the 
Central Govemment/Central Provident Fund Commissioner 
(CPFC) or an officer authorized by him. 

3. All employees’ as defined in section 2(f) of the act, 
who have been eligible to become members of the Provident 
Fund’ had the establishment not been granted exemption, 
shall be enrolled as members. 

4. Where an employee who is already a member of 
Employees’ Provident fund or a Provident Fund of any 


other exempted establishment is employed in his 
establishment, the employer shall immediately enroll him 
as a member of the fund. The employer should also arrange 
to have the accumulations in the Provident Fund account 
of such employee with his previous employer transferred 
and credited into his account. 

5. The employer shall transfer to the Board of Trustees 
the contributions payable to the Provident Fund by himself 
and employees at the rate prescribed under the act from 
time to time by the 15th of each month following the month 
for which the contributions are payable. The employer shall 
be liable to pay simple interest in terms of the provisions of 
Section 7Q of the Act for any delay in payment of any dues 
towards the Board of Trustees. 

6. The employer shall bear all the expenses of the 
administration of Provident Fund and also make good any 
other loss that may be caused to the Provident Fund due 
to theft, burglary, defalcation, misappropriation or any 
other reason. 

7. Any deficiency in the interest declared by the Board 
of Trustees is to be made good by the employer to bring it 
up to the statutory limit. 

8. The employer shall display on the notice board of 
the establishment, a copy of the rules of the funds as 
approved by the appropriate authority and as and when 
amended thereto along with a translation in the language 
of the majority of the employees. 

9. The rate of contributions payable, the conditions 
and quantum of advances and other matters laid down 
under the provident fund rules of the establishment and 
the interest credited to the account of each member, 
calculated on the monthly running balance of the member 
and declared by the Board of Trustees shall not be lower 
than those declared by the Central government under the 
various provisions prescribed in the Act and Scheme framed 
thereunder. 

10. Any amendment to the Scheme, which is more 
beneficial to the employees than the existing rules of the 
establishment, shall be made applicable to them 
automatically pending formal amendment of the Rules of 
the Trust. 

11. No amendment in the rules shall be made by the 
employer without the prior approval of the Regional 
Provident Fund Commissioner. The Regional Provident 
Fund Commissioner shall before giving his approval give a 
reasonable opportunity to the employees to explain their 
point of view. 

12. All claims for withdrawals, advances and transfers 
should be settled expeditiously, within the maximum time 
frame prescribed by the Employees’ Provident Fund 
Organisation. 

13. The Board of Trustees shall maintain detailed 
accounts to show the contributions credited withdrawal 
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and interest in respect of each employee. The maintenance 
of such records should preferably be done electronically. 
The establishments should periodically transmit the details 
of members’ accounts electronically as and when directed 
by the Central Provident Commissioner/Regional Provident 
Fund Commissioner. 

14. The Board of Trustees shall issue an annual 
statement of accounts or pass books to every employee 
within six months of the close of financial/accounting year 
free of cost once in the year. Additional printouts can be 
made available as and when the members want, subject to 
nominal charges. In case of passbook, the same shall remain 
in custody of employee to be updated periodically by the 
Trustees when presented to them. 

15. The employer shall make necessary provisions to 
enable all the members to be able to see their account 
balance from the computer terminals as and when required 
by them. 

16. The Board of Trustees and the employer shall file 
such returns monthly/annually as may be prescribed by 
the Employees’ Provident Fund Organisation within the 
specified time limit, failing which it will be deemed as a 
default and the Board of Trustees and employer will jointly 
and separately be liable for suitable penal action by the 
Employees’ Provident Fund Organisation. 

17. The Board of Trustees shall invest the monies of the 
provident fund as per the directions of the Government 
from time to time. Failure to make investments as per 
directions of the Government shall make the Board of 
Trustees separately and jointly liable to surcharge as may 
be imposed by the Central Provident Fund Commissioner 
or his representative. 

18. (a) The securities shall be obtained in the name of 

Trust. The securities so obtained should be in 
dematerialized (DEMAT) form and in case the 
required facility is not available in the areas where 
the trust operates the Board of Trustees shall 
inform the Regional Provident Fund Commissioner 
concerned about the same. 

(b) The Board of Trustees shall maintain a script wise 
register and ensure timely realization of interest. 

(c) The DEMAT Account should be opened through 
depository participants approved by Reserve Bank 
of India and Central Government in accordance 
with the instructions issued by the Central 
Government in this regard. 

(d) The cost of maintaining DEMAT account should 
be treated as incidental cost of investment by the 
Trust. Also all types of cost of investments like 
brokerage for purchase of securities etc. shall be 
treated as incidental cost of investment by the 
Trust. 

19. All such investments made like purchase of securities 
and bonds, should be lodged in the safe custody of 


depository participants approved by Reserve Bank of India 
and Central Government, who shall be the custodian of the 
same. On closure of establishment or liquidation or 
cancellation of exemption from EPF Scheme, 1952 such 
custodian shall transfer the investment obtained in the 
name of the Trust and standing in its credit to the Regional 
PF Commissioner concerned directly on receipt of request 
from the Regional PF Commissioner concerned to that effect. 

20. The establishment shall intimate to the Regional P.F. 
Commissioner concerned the details of depository 
participants (approved by RBI and Central Government), 
with whom and in whose safe custody, the investments 
made in the name of trust, viz., investments made in 
securities, bonds, etc. have been lodged. However, the 
Board of Trustees may raise such sum of sums of money 
as may be required for meeting obligatory expenses such 
as settlement of claims, grant of advances as per rules and 
transfer of member’s PF accumulations in the event of his/ 
her leaving service of the employer and any other receipts 
by sale of the securities or other investments standing in 
the name of the Fund subject to the prior approval of the 
Regional PF Commissioner. 

21. Any commission, incentive, bonus or other 
pecuniary rewards given by any financial or other 
institutions for the investments made by the Trust should 
be credited to its account. 

22. The employer and the members of the Board of 
Trustees, shall furnish a written undertaking agreeing to 
abide by the conditions and this shall be legally binding 
on the employer and the Board of Trustees, including their 
successors and assignees. 

23. The employer and the Board of Trustees shall also 
give an undertaking to transfer the funds promptly within 
the time limit prescribed by the concerned RPFC in the 
event of cancellation of relaxation. This shall be legally 
binding on them and will make them liable for prosecution 
in the event of any delay in the transfer of funds. 

24. (a) The account of the Provident Fund maintained by 

the Board of Trustees shall be subject to audit by 
a qualified independent chartered accountant 
annually. Where considered necessary the EPFO 
shall have the right to have the accounts re-audited 
by any other qualified auditor and the expenses 
so incurred shall be borne by the employer. 

(b) A copy of the Auditor’s report alongwith the 
audited balance sheet should be submitted to this 
office by the Auditors directly within six months 
after the closing of the financial year from 1st 
April to 31st March. The format of the balance 
sheet and the information to be furnished in the 
report shall be prescribed by the Employees’ 
Provident fund Organisation and made available 
with the RPFC office in electronic format as well as 
a signed hard copy. 
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(c) The same auditors should not be appointed for 
two consecutive years and not more than the 
relaxation withdrawn from the first day of the next 
succeeding financial year. 

25. Any loss for the three consecutive financial years or 
erosion in the capital base shall have the relaxation 
withdrawn from the first day of the next succeeding financial 
year. 

26. The employer shall provide for such facilities for 
inspection and pay such inspection charges as the Central 
Government may from time to time direct under clause (a) 
of sub-section (3) of Section 17 of the Act within 15 days 
from the close of every month. 

27. In the event of any violation of the conditions for 
grant of relaxation, by the employer or the Board of 
Trustees, the relaxation granted shall be cancelled after 
issuing a show cause notice in this regard to the concerned 
persons. 

28. In the event of any loss to the trust as a result of any 
fraud, defalcation, wrong investment decisions etc. the 
employer shall be liable to make good the loss. 

29. In case of any change of legal status of the 
establishment as a result of merger, de-merger, acquisition, 
sale, amalgamation, formation of a subsidiary, whether 
wholly owned or not etc., the relaxation granted shall stand 
revoked and the establishment should promptly report the 
matter for grant of fresh relaxation. 

30. In case there are more than one unit/establishment 
participating in the common Provident Fund Trust, all the 
trustees shall be jointly’ and separately liable/responsible 
for any default committed by any of the trustees/employer 
of any of the participating units and the RPFC shall take 
suitable legal action against all the trustees of the common 
Provident Fund Trust. 

31. The Central Government may lay down further 
conditions for continuation of exemption of the 
establishment and the establishment shall be bound to 
comply with these additional conditions as and when the 
same are communicated. 

Tf fFFft, 19 3TTFT, 2014 

FT.3TT. 2248.—'TTfF FI#FT FTtfTTfTT 

(ffeTT) TlfTT %fTTF (FlF FFTT ^Vq^T/3698 F FFfa 
fFTFt FfSTF FTtT 4*) (ifd^KId yPdkJH F FT T 

TTF^fcT) T Ftfnft TfFT frfT 3jk TfM TTTT FfrfTTT, 
1952 (1952 FT 19) (T?fTTRT FfrfTTT 'F FT T TTFf^T) 
Ft TFT 17 FtTT-TTTT (1) TlstF (F) F 3TFfr FF F 
FRFTfFTT f I 

2. FTfo TUFF ^ fTFTT 4’ 3TTTFTT Ft Fit Tf 

TTTT TFT TfFSFT Tf TfFT frfT fTTT TFT FpTfTTT Ft 
TTTT 6 4' fTfTf^F fTTTt' Ft TJFTT T F^FfTTf ^ FT 


TT^FT T#' t sfk F^FTt F|T TTFT F fFFt TFT yfaWH 
T F^FftF F TRT T TFT FfrfTTT FTTT FtfTRt TfFT 
frfT TtTTT, 1952 (TcFjTTRT TTTTT F FT T FFP4 t) F 
3TFtcT TTTT TFT TfFT fpfT FgfTTTFf FT Tt FTTT T3T T# 

tl 

3. TRT:, 3R, FTFR TFT TrfTfTTT Ft TFT 17 Ft 
TT TTT ( 1) ^ IFF (F) Tt TRFl7T TFT TTfFTTf FT TTFT 
FFt fT, W TrfTTJFTT ^ FTT FFTF TTcff Tt TTSTTTtT, 
TyFSKl TFT TfFT Tt FTt FTTTt' ^ TTTFR Ft 29-5-1974 
^ 3TTTt TrfFqFTT TF TFT T%FFT Ft TTFT FTcft t I 

[F TF-35015/68/2014-TFTF-II] 

7|TTT FTR, 3TTI FpTT 

ch 4 ^nt) t-i[ci «4 RiRt Tim, 1952 ^ TTF^if % ft 

FT% FFTt 

1 . PhtIfi ttt-ftt tt ^Ftr ffr ftf ^Ftr TfFT 
frfr ttt^ft, ^Ft 4t fFifr Tt, ^ttt Rf; ft 4 Tirt ff^ fr^ff 
^ 3P]FK TfFT frfT ^ TTTT TFFTt F^TSITT TF 
FTFtTtiTfTTFtTTI TlFT fTfT TlFt Ft^ 4' fT%?T Tbit Ft 
TFT TTcff ^ TIT-TIT F^TTlt TfFT frfT FT3T Tt 
TfFT fTfT 4' TTfTTTf aftl TF^ 3 ^JTcTFT ^ TfFT cfeff 
TTFt TTfTTTT 4 TtT T#T ^ fFR TTTFJTt ^tF I FT TTFFTT4, 

: — 

(i) fFFt TffTFFT, Ft T^F FTFsTFTT ^t, TF^ FTT 4‘, 
FFTTTT FT Wit FTF TTpTFRTT Trfr^T #F; afk 

(ii) fFFt TFT yPd WH F FTT T, ^ ^ifFT, TfTF TTfTFRt 
TrfiTFT #n, fFFFT TT yPdMH F FTTFTF TT 3lf?TT 
fTTFFFtl 

2. FTFt Tt^ FF fdWt T FT ^ FT T^T TK ^TF 
FTTT TftT T?' FF FTFR/F^tT TfTET frfT TTT^F 
(FfTtTFFt) FTF TFF T=TTT TTpT^TT fFFt TrfTFlft ^TKl 
FTT FTT TT Flft fFT FIT T1F P^llPd^N F TTJFI FFf 
FFTT I 

3. TrMTTT Ft TR1 2(F) 4' TTI TlTTTfTT FTt FcfTRt, 
Ft TfFTfrfTFFTTTTT4 FTTTT# t; TfT yPdkJH Ft T^T 
TFT T# Ft Ftcft, F#' FFTT ^ FT 4' TFTffFT iFTl FITFI 

4. FF Ftf FtfFlft Ft TF^ Ft fFFt TFT ^T-TTF 
yPdkJH ^ fFFt FtfTRt TfFT frfT TTTF TfFT frfT FT 
FFT Ft, TF^ yPiklH 4 fTTtfFT fFTT FTTT t, eft 
fTTtFTT FFITT frfT ^ FTTT T> FT 4" TTTffFT F^TTI 
fTTtFTT FtfTRt ^ TfFT frfT 4' TF^ TFT fTTtFTT 
3 FTT TTfTTT' TRlflT 3^ FTT FTFTT Ft Tt oTFFTT F^F I 

5. fTTtFTT TfFT frfT Ft TFF FFPT 3flF f4tk 1 F 
FTTT FTT-FTT TT 3TfrfTTT F afFfe fTTfftT FT ^ FT 
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33ERT ETT, fRTT EIE R %TT 3TRET RE FT T73R RTR ETR 
r 4 15 RE# RR El# El4 # 3T747R RkTTI iTEtERT ET# 

El4 r 4 4f#1 #4 # ^JTcFT 4 1%# PddM # %r srfsrfwr 
r4 re i # ttr'41' # 375 ER tttrtr etr 3773 r# rt rtrI 
r4tt i 

6. PhtIrii e4te f^ffer r tettet # eeI er rrt r4tt 
3# RYft, #44, WT, fftfFTpT 37ERT 4 ft4 37E RTTE 4 
EIRE 444 r4 # TTRT E# 4f# El4 # 41 ETTTf RkTT I 

7. Rli R# ^ETE ’sflfHcT SR 13 4 f 41 REl RT 41 PdTIddl 
5RTT1 ''JE fRR R1TT RETT 3# t4 7T4e 43R TTpHT RR 7TTT1 
4# I 

8. 4lETERT RE r 41 4lET 7 t444R 4fR E# TT^ER 
TnfKRFRt ^ETE RR 31^HlRd, 444 R 4 tr 41 # ER EfE 
SlfTOffi *#14#' Rl Wl 4 TT# 375RT Tlf# yfdkJH 

# TJETT TT TT TT^f^TcT RT^TTT I 

9. yPdkJH r e4te 444 4ie4t r 3te4r 4te4tr re 

31W e 4 RT, 3TftDT e4 r 4 3# 3171 ER 3TE ETET 3lk 
ERTE # ElfER ETE^EIE TT #lp7d 33(7 ET74 E# RETE 
44#, T7RR ERTE # 3°n4 4 RET 4 fR ER 15RR, srfsrfWT 
37(7 TTTEI 3## fRTf^TT RETT 4 4TE4TE fsrf^FT ETERI' # 
33 e4e #R BTRK RETE 44tE RT 4 RE T# #3 I 

10. EIRE 4 E# ER#!, Rl yPdbcJH # PERTTH 4 tr4T 

e 4 7J7TTT 4 ch4dlP<dT R %T 3TfER 7UTOT #, t4 RTE 

# 4tr 4T 4 3?h-e||Rcb TTElET # eff^TT T# TT TT TEEiETF^ 
fe^iRFEn i 

11. fddlddl TET7T Iwrf 4f ^ «ft 7TRf«TT 

fFfer 331^371 ^ ^ 31-j4kd ^ fsRT 7# fe^Tl RTTTTTI ^#3 

^rfdR frfsr 331^71 sttti 33513 IFT ^ ch^diPidT 

3TT71 W 7W ^17F =FT ^R 33R717 ^3T I 

12. fFFTTTp 33f3R 33(7 337I7H ^ T7'4t Tl^ +4dl<l 4^1 
fFfST TEBF TE17T fTTltfel STfelTR 7ER 73431 ^ 4t7R, ?ftW3 
^4 PdMdlJ,RTT4 I 

13. RITft ®fP4 TITER cb4dl(l R 7RE 4' RR fRT R3 
333RFT, PdRIBl 37k ^31R T3lf4 ^ %T PdTdPw RDsff rt 
TT sT-TTsTR Rkni 44 33fq47off R3 TTE-TTsTR 33fRt3PT71: 
#RF#7R RT 4 W RTT7TTI #313 33T#3R RT 4 RE 
R# RRtE Rf#T fT# 331^RT/k#3 Rf#3 444 331^RT 
TRT71 fTTTT Rdl R3T, TTT3E3 R R7TT R3 Srid^TPlTi RT 4 
TTEkTTT Rkt I 

14. R37ft R^ r 4 4' TTR R7 fR77f4r/#2n r 4 4- 73TTO 44 
R 'S: W R 4t7T7 T7ER r4r4 R3 f4:TJ7R RTsfl RT Rt14r 
fTRRT 33ERT TTTl^R Rl4 RTTTI RR RTt 73RP3 Rif, 37f?Tf7RT 
144371# TTTRR 4 TfTTT 4 73TR R3RR3 R7R RT 73R4 t'l 
TTTT^R 4 TTT73 4 R? R## 4 TT7T 7#41 f44 TTTgTT fRT 
RTT T7 RlRHTT TE17T 3TRfRR RT 4 37^3733 f#3T RTTR I 


15. PdTIddl 7341 T3T2R3 RT RTRl 3TRR3R7TI373E TRJR 

iffiddT 4 3 tt4 72 # 4 t# 4t Tifk r1 4r4 4 ttt4 rtr 

4 fER 3TRR3R TflRRTT R# I 

16. RTTft Rl4 3^7 fTRIRTn r4ri 4 TfRR frfR 73T3T TR71 
RET fRf# RT 4 4 fRRTfRRT PdPdR^ 73TR TTpTT ^ 41717 
Rlf4R/RTl4R RT 4 R1R7 R#, f44 T R# T7 f4 ^R T3T3 
RTTR 7TR RT74 Rt4 3^3 fTRlRT 73^RT R3 4 4k 33RFT-37RFT, 
R4ET4 RfRR frfR 74TRT TpTTTI r 4 Rl4 RT# RT^RT Rlf#R 

Ri#k # r41 #4 I 

17. RTTlI Rt4 7TTR-73TR T7 737R37 # fT#ff R 3TgT3T7 
TfR^T frfR R 44 RT fTRTT RRTTI 737R17 R f## R 37^7TE 
fTRTT RTT 4 3T73TR3 4l4 TT RTTTl Rl4 377TT-33TFT 3fl7 
TT^RT R3 4 ##T #RS3 frfR 3TFJRT RT R73# TfTlfTfR T#7T 
RET 33fE4fRT 3TfETJTR RT ETTI RT RTTR I 

18. (R) Tfr^fiETf ^RTTT R TIT 4 TTTT Rl RTT#! f33 TR17 

TTTT # Tf TfcT^RlRT STElfTTR (#3T) RT 4 4# 
RTf4T RET RT7T # Rl4dlPdd 7# RTT 4# 4 
3T4fET ^fRET # TTRSE T 4t4 # fTEfTT 4 RT# 

Rl4 TTRfET ERtR ##3 444 STTJRT R3 T73R1 
7JRTT44 I 

(RT) RT# R# f#T-RK TfRTTT RTTTTT RET RTR Rl 
TTTE T7 RTT# ^frfTRR RTT I 

(T) #4r TsITR ?7T 7TRE 4 ##R 777R37 ^RTTT Rl4 
33^4# # 37fTR ETTTflR f## 4 r 4k ##R 
737RR ^RITT 3T^4lPld fTETFTR TfRETfTRT R EPEE 
4 7RTRn RTR I 

(E) #4t 72Tt 4 Rl RTE T#E fRT Rl4 R# fr# 
RT TTTffTR oRR ETTI RTR I TfR^f44f 37# # 721# 

Rl RTT# 44 fTR# R e41 TRE R 7RRf Rl 41 

EH RRTE fRT RTT ET7T fTRE Rl TTTffTR 'EE 
ETTT RTT3TT I 

19. TfR'qfEEf 3Tl7 RT#f Rl 7R7lR 44 44 fTRT ETTTTIR 
f7R4 4r 34t R#R 717RR RRTE E^HlPdd fTETFTE TfRETfTRl 
Rl 'gTSTT 37f4783T 4 r4 fRR RTR, Rl T7# 7T75TR #4 I 
TETTTT # RRl R EftEEITT R r4r 4 Ef#E f#E, 1952 4 
^ TT RE TTTER, RTE R TIE T7 TTR RR 37TT RET 4 ET 
fTRTT Rl TTRpER ERIE EIRE 444 371^RT 4, RTT 3T1RTE R 

3t^4e T7 tteTer ERlR eIre 444 sttjer rt t44 33t4tr 

R#T I 

20. TETTTT TTRpER ERIE EfRE 444 37T^RT RT TT 4TETTT1T 
t4te4tr ( ettttIr 4r4 4r skr r#r titre ^re 33544#) 
4 fRR7R 4 TjfRR rM, fR# TTE RR fRTR4 ^7R 344783T 
4 E3E 4 E1T TT #5 E5 4t4r 37E^T4T5fRRf, RT#f -33# 
4 fRR TT 4 t4r r 4 fRR TT 4’ I RETfr, El# Rf4 TE 
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FFTTfft ft] TOTlft] <=r f ( ^TT pff ft fTCH, fFTOTFJTTTT 

srfftftT ft] ftp] ft# fnftFii ft] ff ftteft ft] froif# ft pro 
ft fIfto f#fft wh ft; ftFrm fttr FfF*[fFft - ft] fftft] pror 
srt f^ft] yipmft 3 tftt ft#q qf^r differ sto^f ft ^ 
st^hkh ft pfftF f^rffer ft; ftf ft m# fto fftlftf ftft 

FSFFrft pft ft] TJJl FTF ft fp 3TFf#F ft I 

21. ^TRT 'q^TTT 1%TTT tjtt ^ fFTR f^FETt Pdftld F 3RT 
TTTFftf ^oTRl #F am F#f fftrft <*>H#H, ykF£-l, FFTT F 

fto FfftF rim top# totf ft tor ft# i 

22. fnftFdi afk tot#] ft# ft; pro pf ft w ft# ft) 

PFfF ftft p Pdfold FFT 3ft FF P ftfftF TOT ft fftftFTT 

ft# tottt] ft# ft TOFTTfFFTfrft sfk Trrojftfpf to top 
TTW-TT m FTOFlft fttFT I 

23. fFFFTT 3#T TOTTlt ft# p ft to; ftfft fft fftftft ft 
ftftfft?r ftftftr mfftF fftfft pip pro fftfer tttot ftftn ft 

ftFT FTFTFT fftfftft FT 3TFTOT TO FT FFT ft ftFT I P TO 
TO FFjft TOT ft FTOFlft fttFT FF TO# - fftfftft ft; ftcTFT ft 
ft# fftp fttft Ft fftftft ft ftftftFF FT wft FPFT I 

24(F) TOlft ft# F°TTTT prfp ftftF ftrfft TOIFT fftft 
FTTO Fldft FT## ftTOTFTT c p c IKI FlfftF TOT ft 
FlTOT-TOfSTT FT# ft pfftF ftftn I PT ft) 3TJFFTF 
ttptt ftf, pt Fftroft ftftF fftfsr tfttot ft 
3lffe[FTT ftftn fft P fftrf] 3TTO FTO fttai-TOtFF 
FF1TT TOTFT Ft FfTOT-TOtSTT FTTft FF TOT FFTT fft 
to# fftftFTT fftt f?f fftF, wtftt i 

(TO) ftTOT-TOt^TFf ^FTT fftftF Fft 3TftF 1 3T#F ft 31 
HI# FF Ft ■HHlpKl ft FF FF fTftftT F ftlcK 
ftror-TOtftftr ^tot-to Ffror ftroi-TOtsTF f) fftrt# 

Ft Tifft fttft tot Frofror ft top Ft am, i pR-mm 

FT TOTOT Sift TOT ffttf# ft TOp Ft FFT Fftt 
FHFift Fftroft mfftro fftft ftnror pro fftqffftr 
Ft FTTOTt TTF mftfTOT ftftftr ftFTO fftft 3pFT ft 
4Ntd4 ft fftpfjftF FTOT ft TO 8 ! TOFSTfftT yPdPdftl 
ft TOTTOTO ct,<i^ FTTrftt I 

(R) pr ftt HTOT-TOtFTFT FT ddldK ft Ft ft fp FF 

amft fftftftr Ft ft TOft fftr ft fftftt p ft arfftF ft 

ftp fftpF F fftF FR I 

25. FFTTcTR ftftl fftftftT F# FF ft# FTfft F ftftt FFT ft 
F#tft ftt smft frofftr Ft ft TOft fftr ft fftftt p tof fttft i 

26. fftftFn TOFF FF ftt TTHlPkl ft 15 fftl ft fttcR fTOtPT 
ftg ftftt ^fftF3ft FT MH Fftn FF ftft fTOtPT FFft FT 
PTFTF F#FT Ft ftfttF 7TTFT7 pTKT FfftfftFF ftt 
FTT 17 ft TOf-TOTO (3) ft TOTO (F) ft aqftftF TTTOT-TTTOT 
TO fp ftftftf ft 3TpTO ftf I 


27. TOlftt fttft F fftffFn piTT pi ftft ft ftp FF? ft fftftt 
FTOfFT ftt fftlfF ft ft F| p ftftfftF TOfftT FT TOT ftftF ft 

ftft Fnaft fttfror Fft ft# ft ff p ft ft Froft i 

28. fftftt ftt ftfft, FFT, TOTF fftftm fftftff 3TTfft ft TOFRFTOT 
TOF ftt p fftftt ftt pvFF ftt fftlfF ft fftftFn pvFF p 
FTF FT Fft fttF I 

29. fftftt fftTF, arfTOFT, srfftFFF, fftftt, pftFTOT, TTFTFF 
Fftftt FT FTOT F# pfF: TFfftTO FFft ftt F F#f TOFlft ft 
TOFRFTOT ftft ftFTOTF ftt Fipt fftlfft ft ft# ftt FTFTlF fttF 
ft Ft ftt ft p fftTTF fttftt P ftFTOTF ftt pF Fft p ftft ft 
fp FFFf ftt ftftt# FTFt Ff#F I 

30. RF ftt ftftTO fftftt TOF ft FF ft 3TfftF pnft/yPdWIdT 

ft ff ftft ftt frorfft ft ff ftft Fftt pnroff ft fftftt ftt 
TO#t/fftFFn pTF ft# ftt pT fttft TO Fftt TO#t TTpF TOT ft 
3TFF ft fftftFT/TOFTFftt fttft 3TtT 3TTTfttFTOftt 3TTF FfftF 
fftfft TOF ft Fftt TOlfftftf ft fFP TOTpF FTpt F#F# 
Fftm 

31. ftTO TTTFH ftFTOTF ftt p ftt PdTdTdl ft fp FTcff ftt 
pT TTFFt ft sfft FF ftt pftt ftitPNd fftF FTFF ft ftFTOTF 
P FPdPTFi FFf FT arpip FTF ft fp FTO fttft I 

New Delhi, the 19th August, 2014 

S.O. 2248.—Whereas M/s. Consulting Engineering 
Services (India) Pvt. Ltd. [under Code No. DL/3698 in 
Regional Office, Delhi (South)] (hereinafter referred to as 
the establishment) has applied for exemption under clause 
(a) of sub-section (1) of Section 17 of the Employees’ 
Provident Funds and Miscellaneous Provisions Act, 1952 
(19 of 1952) (hereinafter referred to as the Act). 

2. And whereas in the opinion of the Central 
Government, the rules of the provident fund of the said 
establishment with respect to the rates of contribution are 
not less favourable to employees therein than those 
specified in section 6 of the said Act and the employees are 
also in enjoyment of other provident fund benefits provided 
under the said Act or under the Employees’ Provident 
Funds Scheme, 1952 (hereinafter referred to as the Scheme) 
in relation to the employees in any other establishment of 
similar character. 

3. Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (a) of sub-section (1) of Section 17 of the said 
Act and subject to the conditions annexed with this 
notification, the Central Government, hereby, exempts the 
said establishment from the operation of all the provisions 
of the said Scheme with effect from 29-5-1974 until further 
notification. 


[No. S-35015/68/2014-SS-II] 
SUBHASH KUMAR, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

CONDITIONS FOR GRANT OF EXEMPTION FROM 
THE PROVISIONS OF EMPLOYEES PROVIDENT 
FUND SCHEME, 1952 

1. The employer shall establish a Board of Trustees 
under his Chairmanship for the management of the 
Provident Fund according to such directions as may be 
given by the Central Government or the Central Provident 
Fund Commissioner, as the case may be, from time to time. 
The provident fund shall vest in the Board of Trustees 
who will be responsible for and accountable to the 
Employees’ Provident Funds Organisation, inter alia, for 
proper accounts of the receipts into and payment from the 
Provident Fund and the balance in their custody. For this 
purpose, the “employer” shall mean : 

(i) In relation to an establishment, which is a factory, 
the owner or occupier of the factory: and 

(ii) In relation to any other establishment, the person 
who, or the authority, that has the ultimate control 
over the affairs of the establishment. 

2. The Board of Trustees shall meet at least once in 
every three months and shall function in accordance with 
the guidelines that may be issued from time to time by the 
Central Govemment/Central Provident Fund Commissioner 
(CPFC) or an officer authorized by him. 

3. All employees’ as defined in section 2(f) of the act, 
who have been eligible to become members of the Provident 
Fund’ had the establishment not been granted exemption, 
shall be enrolled as members. 

4. Where an employee who is already a member of 
Employees’ Provident fund or a Provident Fund of any 
other exempted establishment is employed in his 
establishment, the employer shall immediately enroll him 
as a member of the fund. The employer should also arrange 
to have the accumulations in the Provident Fund account 
of such employee with his previous employer transferred 
and credited into his account. 

5. The employer shall transfer to the Board of Trustees 
the contributions payable to the Provident Fund by himself 
and employees at the rate prescribed under the act from 
time to time by the 15th of each month following the month 
for which the contributions are payable. The employer shall 
be liable to pay simple interest in terms of the provisions of 
Section 7Q of the Act for any delay in payment of any dues 
towards the Board of Trustees. 

6. The employer shall bear all the expenses of the 
administration of Provident Fund and also make good any 
other loss that may be caused to the Provident Fund due 
to theft, burglary, defalcation, misappropriation or any 
other reason. 

7. Any deficiency in the interest declared by the Board 
of Trustees is to be made good by the employer to bring it 
up to the statutory limit. 


8. The employer shall display on the notice board of 
the establishment, a copy of the rules of the funds as 
approved by the appropriate authority and as and when 
amended thereto along with a translation in the language 
of the majority of the employees. 

9. The rate of contributions payable, the conditions 
and quantum of advances and other matters laid down 
under the provident fund rules of the establishment and 
the interest credited to the account of each member, 
calculated on the monthly running balance of the member 
and declared by the Board of Trustees shall not be lower 
than those declared by the Central government under the 
various provisions prescribed in the Act and Scheme framed 
thereunder. 

10. Any amendment to the Scheme, which is more 
beneficial to the employees than the existing rules of the 
establishment, shall be made applicable to them 
automatically pending formal amendment of the Rules of 
the Trust. 

11. No amendment in the rules shall be made by the 
employer without the prior approval of the Regional 
Provident Fund Commissioner. The Regional Provident 
Fund Commissioner shall before giving his approval give a 
reasonable opportunity to the employees to explain their 
point of view. 

12. All claims for withdrawals, advances and transfers 
should be settled expeditiously, within the maximum time 
frame prescribed by the Employees’ Provident Fund 
Organisation. 

13. The Board of Trustees shall maintain detailed 
accounts to show the contributions credited withdrawal 
and interest in respect of each employee. The maintenance 
of such records should preferably be done electronically. 
The establishments should periodically transmit the details 
of members’ accounts electronically as and when directed 
by the Central Provident Commissioner/Regional Provident 
Fund Commissioner. 

14. The Board of Trustees shall issue an annual 
statement of accounts or pass books to every employee 
within six months of the close of financial/accounting year 
free of cost once in the year. Additional printouts can be 
made available as and when the members want, subject to 
nominal charges. In case of passbook, the same shall remain 
in custody of employee to be updated periodically by the 
Trustees when presented to them. 

15. The employer shall make necessary provisions to 
enable all the members to be able to see their account 
balance from the computer terminals as and when required 
by them. 

16. The Board of Trustees and the employer shall file 
such returns monthly/annually as may be prescribed by 
the Employees’ Provident Fund Organisation within the 
specified time limit, failing which it will be deemed as a 
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default and the Board of Trustees and employer will jointly 
and separately be liable for suitable penal action by the 
Employees’ Provident Fund Organisation. 

17. The Board of Trustees shall invest the monies of the 
provident fund as per the directions of the Government 
from time to time. Failure to make investments as per 
directions of the Government shall make the Board of 
Trustees separately and jointly liable to surcharge as may 
be imposed by the Central Provident Fund Commissioner 
or his representative. 

18. (a) The securities shall be obtained in the name of 

Trust. The securities so obtained should be in 
dematerialized (DEMAT) form and in case the 
required facility is not available in the areas where 
the trust operates the Board of Trustees shall 
inform the Regional Provident Fund Commissioner 
concerned about the same. 

(b) The Board of Trustees shall maintain a script wise 
register and ensure timely realization of interest. 

(c) The DEMAT Account should be opened through 
depository participants approved by Reserve Bank 
of India and Central Government in accordance 
with the instructions issued by the Central 
Government in this regard. 

(d) The cost of maintaining DEMAT account should 
be treated as incidental cost of investment by the 
Trust. Also all types of cost of investments like 
brokerage for purchase of securities etc. shall be 
treated as incidental cost of investment by the 
Trust. 

19. All such investments made like purchase of securities 
and bonds, should be lodged in the safe custody of 
depository participants approved by Reserve Bank of India 
and Central Government, who shall be the custodian of the 
same. On closure of establishment or liquidation or 
cancellation of exemption from EPF Scheme, 1952 such 
custodian shall transfer the investment obtained in the 
name of the Trust and standing in its credit to the Regional 
PF Commissioner concerned directly on receipt of request 
from the Regional PF Commissioner concerned to that effect. 

20. The establishment shall intimate to the Regional P.F. 
Commissioner concerned the details of depository 
participants (approved by RBI and Central Government), 
with whom and in whose safe custody, the investments 
made in the name of trust, viz., investments made in 
securities, bonds, etc. have been lodged. However, the 
Board of Trustees may raise such sum of sums of money 
as may be required for meeting obligatory expenses such 
as settlement of claims, grant of advances as per rules and 
transfer of member’s PF accumulations in the event of his/ 
her leaving service of the employer and any other receipts 
by sale of the securities or other investments standing in 
the name of the Fund subject to the prior approval of the 
Regional PF Commissioner. 


21. Any commission, incentive, bonus or other 
pecuniary rewards given by any financial or other 
institutions for the investments made by the Trust should 
be credited to its account. 

22. The employer and the members of the Board of 
Trustees, shall furnish a written undertaking agreeing to 
abide by the conditions and this shall be legally binding 
on the employer and the Board of Trustees, including their 
successors and assignees. 

23. The employer and the Board of Trustees shall also 
give an undertaking to transfer the funds promptly within 
the time limit prescribed by the concerned RPFC in the 
event of cancellation of relaxation. This shall be legally 
binding on them and will make them liable for prosecution 
in the event of any delay in the transfer of funds. 

24. (a) The account of the Provident Fund maintained by 

the Board of Trustees shall be subject to audit by 
a qualified independent chartered accountant 
annually. Where considered necessary the EPFO 
shall have the right to have the accounts re-audited 
by any other qualified auditor and the expenses 
so incurred shall be borne by the employer. 

(b) A copy of the Auditor’s report along with the 
audited balance sheet should be submitted to this 
office by the Auditors directly within six months 
after the closing of the financial year from 1st 
April to 31st March. The format of the balance 
sheet and the information to be furnished in the 
report shall be prescribed by the Employees’ 
Provident fund Organisation and made available 
with the RPFC office in electronic format as well as 
a signed hard copy. 

(c) The same auditors should not be appointed for 
two consecutive years and not more than the 
relaxation withdrawn from the first day of the next 
succeeding financial year. 

25. Any loss for the three consecutive financial years or 
erosion in the capital base shall have the relaxation 
withdrawn from the first day of the next succeeding financial 
year. 

26. The employer shall provide for such facilities for 
inspection and pay such inspection charges as the Central 
Government may from time to time direct under clause (a) 
of sub-section (3) of Section 17 of the Act within 15 days 
from the close of every month. 

27. In the event of any violation of the conditions for 
grant of relaxation, by the employer or the Board of 
Trustees, the relaxation granted shall be cancelled after 
issuing a show cause notice in this regard to the concerned 
persons. 

28. In the event of any loss to the trust as a result of any 
fraud, defalcation, wrong investment decisions etc. the 
employer shall be liable to make good the loss. 
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29. In case of any change of legal status of the 
establishment as a result of merger, de-merger, acquisition, 
sale, amalgamation, formation of a subsidiary, whether 
wholly owned or not etc., the relaxation granted shall stand 
revoked and the establishment should promptly report the 
matter for grant of fresh relaxation. 

30. In case there are more than one unit/establishment 
participating in the common Provident Fund Trust, all the 
trustees shall be jointly and separately liable/responsible 
for any default committed by any of the trustees/employer 
of any of the participating units and the RPFC shall take 
suitable legal action against all the trustees of the common 
Provident Fund Trust. 

31. The Central Government may lay down further 
conditions for continuation of exemption of the 
establishment and the establishment shall be bound to 
comply with these additional conditions as and when the 
same are communicated. 

kfREFf, 19 3RTRT, 2014 

ERT.3E. 2249—ERfF ’RTF? ffeRT pHFFI 4 e4rE 
RRpR (ERfe wn ^<^41/42487 Rp 3 Tr4r RTRi kfE 

EE-kffR FWfF4 4) ( Rd^MIld yPdWIH F TFT 4 444 r) 
R f4et 4 EfFR 444 3k RRRfuf EER4 3444TRE, 1952 
(1952 RRT 19) ( 3444TRE FRR 4 444 r) RRf FR 

17 r 4 EE-FR (1) Rp (f) 3Tr4r Rp 
3RERRfFFt I 

2. 3TR ERpfR kR TERRE Rp fRRE 4 3kTRH RRf kf Rp 
4 r 4 4 ERE yPdhiH F e4pR 444 fRRE ^1 3tf44TEE RRf 
FTT 6 4 PdPdR^ fRRRf r 4 cJFRT 4 f4fPeT Rp FE 
EFJRE REf* 4 3k RRtfEEf RfF TREE F f^Rt 3RR RfEWT 
4 f4fRF F TTR4 4 ERE 3#:4eEE 3TRRT f4et4 e4rr 
444 EPEET, 1952 (RRfRRR EpEET ^ R7 4 TTRfkE) Rp 
3 te4e eeeee 3ee f4ee 444 RgfRRTsrf ft 4f fie eet t# 
tl 

3. 3ET:, 3TR, FF; TERRE ERE 3TpEfEEE r 4 FE 17 RRf 
EE FTT ( 1) k TFE (F) 3TE4E ERE ETfREEf' RRT EEET FT?f 
fR, EE 3 t4e|EET F TTTE TTFF RE? F SEFFtE, RRRgJR 
EEEkEETkEkEEE'4f'kEETFE4 01-12-2007 4 3ETEf 
344TJRET EF ERR kkSTE RR ^E RTF FTEf t I 

[E. RR-35015/42/2014-RTTRR-H] 

TjETE RRFT, 3TRT EfEE 

3EjEST 

ch4^ltl Rlci«i fRTfsr EpEET, 1952 k EERSff k 
yRl-1 Ekff Rif 

1. 4rElEET RRR-RRR ET FRlfE TERRE 3TFF FRlfE EfFE 
444 3FTRE, krff 4f fRRfR 4f, RRET fRR ETE RTF 44 4441' 


F 3EJEE EfFE fRf?T F FFET 3ETRf 3RRRET 4 RcR 
^RTRl RfeR RERTI RfRR f4fR ^TTRt Rf4 4'fR%R RTRf Rt 
3EE RlRt R^ RTR-RTR r4r|( 1 HpER f^fR RR3R R^ R% 

RpRR fRfR 4 RTfRlRT affR Er 4 4 gRRTR R^ EfRR RM 4k 
EER4 akRR^ 4 RtR RfRT ^ %R ERERIRf RtRTI ERERtRERf, 
“fROT”4 :- 

(i) fRRRf yPdklH, 4f RR7 RRRRIRT 4, ER^ RRR 4, 
RRRsTTR RR RRl4t 3TRRT 3#R31RT 3444 r 4fRT; 4k 

(ii) fRRRf 3EE yPdkJId 4 RRR 4, RR ^ifRR, RRRT RTfRRRk 
3444R RfRT, fRRRR ER yPdklH Rp RRRRRR R7 3ffRR 
fRRRRRfl 

2. ^RRf 4t4 RTR7 fRRTRf 4 RRR R RRR RRR RR 4 eRR 
RRRT 3fk RR RRR REFR/Rk#R RfRKI f4fR 3R^RR 
(RfRfRRRRf) RRRT ERk TR1R RTfR^RT fRRRf 3 #TRr 4 T^Rl 
RRR RRR RT RRf fRRT RTR RTR P^llPd^lT RT STJRR RTFf 
RTRTT I 

3. 3lfRf4RR RRf R1R 2(R) 4 RRT RftRTfRR RRf Rt4rt 4, 
Rf RfRER f4fR R- RR7R RRR ^ RTR T# t; RfR RffR5n r 4 RTE 
RRF RRf RRf 4t4f, ERR RRRlf' 4 RR 4 HIHl'Phd fRRRT RTTFI 

4. R5I RRff RR4 rt 4 Rf RR4 4f fRRRf 3RR RTE-yiR 
yPdtBIH 4 fRRRf RR4RT4 RfR^R 444 RRRT RfRER f4fR RR 
RRRT 4f, E4 ER^ yPdkiH 4 fddlPdd fRRRT RTRT t, 4f 
fRRtRRT e4 cTTRRIF 4rf4 ^ RRRT ^ RR 4 HIHlPhd RRkTTI 
fdRlRdl 44 RR4 rt 4 ^ RpPR 444 Rn4 4 Er 4 REF fRRfRET 
4 rrr Rfkn 344 rt ak rrt rterf r 4 4f ^trrtt rrPrt i 

5. fkftRRT RfR^T 444 RRf ERF RRTR apR Rr4rt 4 RT 
TRTR RRR-RRR R[ 3444TRR RR 3RT4R fREffRT RT 4 RR 
3TRRF RRf, fRR ETR RT 3TRRF RR 4f ERF RTR 4 RTf 
RRf 15 RT4 r RF ^RTRf 4f4 RRf afdfRT RRRRI PdRIRdl ^RT4f 
4f4 RRf fFFf 44f F ^FTF 4 fRRRf P=ldH F fFR 3444TRR 
Rif RTR 7E F EEERT F aTJRR RTRTRE 3TRT RRRT RRT 
RTRf RETT I 

6. fFRtRRT RfFR 444 F RRIRR ^ RRf ^TR RRR Fkn 
ak 4t4, R^Rf, RRR, ^raPddfd 3TRRT fRRRf 3RR RRTRR 4 
RfR>R 444 RRf 4 RRRR RT4 fFRf Rl4 r 4 4f RRTTf Fkn I 

7. ^RTRfRf4T4RR4RR^TR4fF4fFRf RRf RffRRtFTT 
RRIE 1 JR fRRRT ETRT 4fRT ak e 4 RffRpRF 4tRT RF RTFT 

4rt I 

8. fRRfRRT RR FRf fRRR 4444R fFT RTT, RtJpRE 
r44ft4 t^et rf aT^qfPTd, 444 f 4tr4t RRf rf kR 
a44RkiF f4et4rt r4 rtf 4 erf 3rjrir r%r kRwr 

F7JRFREF y<Rld RRRTT I 

9. yPdklH 4 RfFR 444 fRRRf' k 3 Tr4r fREffkr 4 r 
3TRRR RRf FT, 3TfkT r4 f 4 3k RTF RF 3RR RTRF 3k 
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RRTR 4 RTf4R RTT^RR RT TRlpJId 3fk ^RTTTt 4t4 ^RTR 
RTfRT, RRR RRTR 4 Rim 4 RRT f4RT RRT R1R, 3TpRfRRR 
3fR RTl4 3TcFfcT f4f4R RRRT 4 f44f4T f4pRR Wi 4 
3 t44t 4r THtd>K ^RTR RTfqR RT 71 RR RRf #91 I 

10. RTRRT 4 4t^ 44 RR, 4 yfdbcJH 4 Pd^HH fRRqf 
4t tjrrt 4 ch^iPrT 4 %r; 34rr thwr 4, r4 rttt 
4 fRRRl' 4 STTRRfTR 44 rR 4 4iRR T?4 RR RT TRR:TTF[ 
f4RTRTR7TT I 

11. PhrIrii ^rtr fRRqf 4 41^ 4t 44 rr 44r r4pr 

f4fR strjrt 4 ^ 4 f4n r4 14rt rtrttti 44r 

RfRR fRpR 3TFJRT 3TRTT 3T;j4kH 44 4 ^ r4rR 4 4f 
3TRTT RTI TRR RT4 RT RTfRR STOlk I 

12. Pd^lTHl, 3TfTIR afR 3TRRR 4 RRt RTR r4r() RfRSR 
f4f4 trtrr ^rtr f4Rff4r 34 rrrr rrr t4rt 4 44, 4rrt 
^ fRRRRTRn I 

13. RPFft 44 RRR cb4RI<) 4 RRR 4 RRT %R RR 

3TWT, PdchlRl 3 t4 R1R r 44 4 fRR PdWPw 44 RT 
TTsT-TRnR R4TTI ^ 34444 RT TTsT-RRlR 3TfRRTRR: 
sJrWlpHcb W RTRTTTI yPdklH 3TTRfRR RR 4 RR 

r 4 44R 44R f4fR 3TFJRT/44R RlR^T f4fR STRJRT 
RcfTR f44 fkl RTR, TTRT4 4 44 4l si<3<*iiTd<=b RR 4 
TTr44r r44 I 

14. Rlk 44 r4 4 RR RTT 444/4^ R^ 4 RRPR 44 

44 RTRR r4rt 4 4l fR:RJRR 44 RT Rlf^R 
fRRTR 3TRRT RTTTRR Rl4 R4TTI RR RRt RRTR RT#', RPdRdd 
lRS3TR^ RRR1R k -RRT k R1R RRRR RTR RT RR^ t'l 
RPRJR R R1RR 4' R? RtpRRt k RTR #4 fR4 RFp fR^ 
Rl4 R7 RlP^dT ^RRT 31TRfqR Rq 4 3T^RcR fRR RRR I 

15. Pd^lddl RRt RRPTT RT R5RT 3T1RRTR7TI^RR RP3JZT 

ifRddT 4 3m tstr 4 rsP 4m r% rt 4®i4 r 7rt4 rr4 

R f4R 3T1RR1R RRRR r4T I 

16. ^rt4T rT 4 3fn PdRiRdi r4rt4 4rr f44 rrr^ ^rr 
rri f4fki rr 4 4 f4R[f4R fqfqfRR rrr 41ri k 44 r 
r14r/ri14r rr 4 RR r 4T, f44 r r4 r f4 ^r rrf 
R1RT1 RRRt4TrT 4 afk fRRTRn4gRTRR 43^1 31RFT-31RFT, 
r4rt 4 RfRR fRfR RR3R r 4 Rl4 RTRt 3M^Ri RfkR 

RRRTf k R1RT #T I 

17. rt4T rT4 rrr-rrr r rrr k 4i44f k 3 T^rr 
R fRR f44 4 44 RT 144 r r4r I RRR k fRkff k 3T^RR 
144 r r4 4 3TRRRT 44 r rt4T rT 4 STRFT-STRT sk 
RJRT Rq 4 4ktR RfRR f4f4 3TT^RT RT rr 4 3ff4f4pR ^RR 
rri sifRlfR 344 ^rr ri rftT rr rrri i 

18. (R) 444^4 ^ RW 4 WR RT RlRftl RT RfR 

RTR RT Ri RfR^RRl' RRTfRR (4T4 r) RR 4 44T 


Rlf43 RR1 R1R R RFpRTfRlR TRR Rl4 44 4 
skf^R ^gkRi 4 rrrf4 r 44 rT 444 4 rt4T 
rT4 4rPrt 4r4 4rr f4fR stt^rt rT rirT 
7jrri44 i 

(rt) ri 4T 44 f4rfq-RR 4 rr rttttri rrt rr rT 
RRR R RTl4 lf4f4RR r4h I 

(R) 44r RTTR1 RT RRR 4 RRtR RRR ^RTR Rl4 
3 fj44‘ r 3trr rtr4r 4r4 4r 4k rrTr 
RRR ^RRT 3Rj4tf4l f44RR 44^444 R RERT 
4 44 tt rr i 

(r) 44r rttr rt 7r4 rtr ^rtr Irr; rtr rtrt Irrr 
RT R4fRR oRT RTRT RR I 44^f44 344 4T Ri4r 
rT rttrT 44 f444f 4 r4 rrr 4 tr 4 4f 4 

•RRT RRRT 14r RTR RTRT fRRRT RT RRpTR 'RR 
RTRT RTRTT I 

19. 44444 sfk rr4 4T trTr 44 44 44rt rrrIr 
4r4 4r sIr 44TR RRR ^RRT 3T^4lP<d fRRRRR 44RTf44 
4T ^T^T 3TfR^TT 4 r 4 fRRT ^fjTT > 4f RR RRR 44 I 
RrTRRT 4T 44 rt mRthhimh rt r4rt4 44r f44 ,1952 4 

R RR R^TR, RTR 4 RTR R RTR RRT 3TRR RRT 4 r4 
1r4r 4t 444r 44r 44r f4Psr 3 tt^rt 4, rt 3ttrtr 4 
3rj4r R RrPrr 44r 4rr f4fR sr^rt 4t 4T4 3r4f4r 
r4tt i 

20. WTRT444R44RRfRRf4R3TT^RT4lRRfR4RTRK 
Rf4RTf44 ( rt4Tr 4r4 4r sIr 44Tr rrr ^rr 3r^RlPid) 
4 fRRR 4 TjfRR r 44, f44 RTR RRT Pdd4l ^TRT 3TfRRT 
4 RTR 4 RTR R f4R RR fRRTT 3TR4 Rf4^M- '^ Tn ^' ^ 
4 f4q; rr; Tr4r r 4 f4q; rr; 4’ i RRTfq, rtrT 44 rr 
rr44 4T rttrT rt rrrt t, 4 rt4 4 Irrrtr, Irrri^rr 
3rf44 4t r 44 sfiq Trrrh 4T 4rt 4teR 4T f4rf4 4 rrrt 
4 RfRR fRpR RRRR 4 3TRRR 3^1 RfR^W 4T f44T RRTTT 
3RR f44T RTfRTR 3TRRT 44 r Rf4q 444 3TT^RT 4 ^ 
3 t^4rh 4 r44Tr 444 4 rtr 4 r4 3rr 444 44 
rtsrrt4 ^tr 4f yt r4 4 %r; 3r4f4R 4 i 

21. ^ttr rrtr f4R rr; 444 4 4m; f44T f4?4TR rt srr 
RRRT 3rf rrtr fk; r4 rtr f44T rrTrr, rttrtrr, 4rr Rt 
3 rr 3t44r rtr ?r 4 Rn4 4 rt4 rtr i 

22. fRRTRTT 3Tk ^TT4t 4t4 4 RRRT Rl4 RT RRRR RTR 4T 
RRRfR 44 TR7 PdPteld RRR 44 RRT RR 4fRR RR 4 f44RTT 
sftr ^rt 4T 4t4 4 RRTr44R4Rff 44 RR^4f44' rt rr4 

TTTR-RTR RT?RRT4 RTRT I 

23. f44RTT 3frr ^ttrT 4t4 4 r; 44 f4 frRfq 4 

r4TRR 44r RfRR f4fR 3TT^RT RRRT f4f4l RRR 44TT 4 
4TRT RRTTT f4f44' RT 3TRRR Rt4 4 RRR 4T 4RT I RR RR 
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ee ErpjEt er r et?rrte] #1et ert e^# f^rffeprf et reer e 

ET^ fERE #1# E# fERf# #' srfTRDn RT EF# cHlipil i 

24-Csf) Rrat Rti sfjeTre EfRE fafE tret fRE# 

EFE EEEE ET## d'teTRK ERTET Elf^R EE ET 
RTET-EEtSTT ETEE R ETclfElE EtET I EET Et 3TTEEER 
ETE1RT RTT, RET R#ETEt EfRE f#fR EFT3E E# 
3TfRETTE EtET fET EE fETETt 3FE EFE RETT-EEtRR 
ERFT RsTETf E# ElEIT-EEtRT RET ERT ^Ef ERR fT 
ER# PHEIRII ERIE! REE fRTT RTF# I 
(EsJ) REET-EEtRETf TRET Po|rdl4 R# ERIE 1 3T#R # 31 
HI# ER E# EFTTfET E> ETT RE E#t# E> Elen 
RERT-EEt8#E IpTE-EE Elf#E REsTT-EEtRR E# fEEt# 
E# EfE ETtR EE RIEfEIE E ETJE E# EFT I ^RE-EE 
EE EIRE 3T[E fET RhI# E EEEJE E# ER ETRt 
EFTETTEt R4ER1 EfRR f#fR EFT3E TRFT fERfftE 
E# RFR# ERT EEfRE S^EtE EIRE f#fE STT^EE Et 
ETPltRE 4 ^cRiThR ETRE R ETR ERETRfET eMr#! 
E EEERR ETET# ETFEt I 

(E) ER #t RE=TT-EEtSTRt" EE ERTTER Et R# Et %E ERT 
3FT#f fEElE R# ^ EFET f#E fERt T# 3#[R Et 
%R RfJEE ET fRET ETR I 

25. ERRR #T PErdlE R# ER ET# TTTfE ET REt ETRTE E 
R#lEt E# SFTEf Rlocfl4 R# E> EER f#E Ef fERt EgE EFE #4# I 

26. fEElEETEETEEIEE#ETETfETET 15 f#EEt EtEEMRH 
#3 #ETt EjfEET3E RT ETEER RETT ERT #E fEE#TR EETE RT 
TJEETE REET ET RR^E ERRR TETET EfEfEEE E# 
ERT 17 E> EE-ERE (3) Et EaRE (R) Et 3TE#E ETEE-ETEE 
ER fEE fE^Eff ^ 3RRTR #f I 

27. ^ETETt R# ET fEETEET ERRT %EETE?RfRRTT 

EEREE ETt fRRfE E Et E| ETEfRE ^IeE RT fRT ERE E 
RTEE EET3Tt RffeET ETEl RE^ ^ ETE ER Et ETTRTt I 

28. Pret! eP Etrir, eee, ere Ie^et IrW sttIe ^ erteeee 

ERE EE tREft 4t ^RETR Rp fRRfE R fEETEET ^RETR ^ 
ERE ETT RFTf EPET I 

29. fRETp IeRE, arfEETE, arfETTER, fERp, TEfpRRT, ETETER 
RERp ETT EEE RT# TJ#E: EETfEcE ETRp #P ET E#f EETRp ^ 
RRERRq Efq TjfEEEE ETp ETFJEp fERf# #' ETff 4P EERIE #TET 
# ET #P Ef pEEEE #PeP EE EfpRER ETT ^EE E^ ## R 
%T ETER E# fETfi ETEEP RTf#T I 

30. RR #P EfRE fERP EEE #' RR Rp 3TfRR ^RT^/EfEWff 
R ER EfE ETp fRRfE E ETE R# ETEfP 1ETT?ET R fRETp Ep 
EEEp/fEETEET E^TE ETp# Ep ^R #TE EE Ep EEEp ETfRT RE ^ 
3TRE t 4 fRnpRE/EETEREP #f# 3T(E 3TTEEpTTRETp 3TTE EfRR 
fEfR EEE ^ ETEP ^TlfETEf ^ fER5 EE^JEE RTJEP ETTpETf 
REETI 


31. EtR ETEETR E%MR E# RE E# fEEEEET ^ fRT REf ETf 
EET ETRcfP t af(E RE EP ?ERp e4PNcI fETET RRRT # yPdkJH 
fE arfEfEEE REf RT 3TJETRE REE R fRT RSq #p | 

New Delhi, the 19th August, 2014 

S.O. 2249. —Whereas M/s. India Silica Magnesite 
Works Ltd. [under Code No. WB/42487 in Sub-Regional 
Office, Park Street] (hereinafter referred to as the 
establishment) has applied for exemption under clause (a) 
of sub-section (1) of Section 17 of the Employees’ Provident 
Funds and Miscellaneous Provisions Act, 1952 (19 of 1952) 
(hereinafter referred to as the Act). 

2. And whereas in the opinion of the Central 
Government, the rules of the provident fund of the said 
establishment with respect to the rates of contribution are 
not less favourable to employees therein than those 
specified in Section 6 of the said Act and the employees 
are also in enjoyment of other provident fund benefits 
provided under the said Act or under the Employees’ 
Provident Funds Scheme, 1952 (hereinafter referred to as 
the Scheme) in relation to the employees in any other 
establishment of similar character. 

3. Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (a) of sub-section (1) of Section 17 of the said 
Act and subject to the conditions annexed with this 
notification, the Central Government, hereby, exempts the 
said establishment from the operation of all the provisions 
of the said Scheme with effect from 1-12-2007 until further 
notification. 

[No. S-35015/42/2014-SS-II] 
SUBHASH KUMAR, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

CONDITIONS FOR GRANT OF EXEMPTION FROM 
THE PROVISIONS OF EMPLOYEES PROVIDENT 
FUND SCHEME, 1952 

1. The employer shall establish a Board of Trustees 
under his Chairmanship for the management of the 
Provident Fund according to such directions as may be 
given by the Central Government or the Central Provident 
Fund Commissioner, as the case may be, from time to time. 
The provident fund shall vest in the Board of Trustees 
who will be responsible for and accountable to the 
Employees’ Provident Funds Organisation, inter alia, for 
proper accounts of the receipts into and payment from the 
Provident Fund and the balance in their custody. For this 
purpose, the “employer” shall mean : 

(i) In relation to an establishment, which is a factory, 
the owner or occupier of the factory: and 

(ii) In relation to any other establishment, the person 
who, or the authority, that has the ultimate control 
over the affairs of the establishment. 
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2. The Board of Trustees shall meet at least once in 
every three months and shall function in accordance with 
the guidelines that may be issued from time to time by the 
Central Govemment/Central Provident Fund Commissioner 
(CPFC) or an officer authorized by him. 

3. All employees’ as defined in Section 2(f) of the act, 
who have been eligible to become members of the Provident 
Fund’ had the establishment not been granted exemption, 
shall be enrolled as members. 

4. Where an employee who is already a member of 
Employees’ Provident fund or a Provident Fund of any 
other exempted establishment is employed in his 
establishment, the employer shall immediately enroll him 
as a member of the fund. The employer should also arrange 
to have the accumulations in the Provident Fund account 
of such employee with his previous employer transferred 
and credited into his account. 

5. The employer shall transfer to the Board of Trustees 
the contributions payable to the Provident Fund by himself 
and employees at the rate prescribed under the act from 
time to time by the 15 th of each month following the month 
for which the contributions are payable. The employer shall 
be liable to pay simple interest in terms of the provisions of 
Section 7Q of the Act for any delay in payment of any dues 
towards the Board of Trustees. 

6. The employer shall bear all the expenses of the 
administration of Provident Fund and also make good any 
other loss that may be caused to the Provident Fund due 
to theft, burglary, defalcation, misappropriation or any 
other reason. 

7. Any deficiency in the interest declared by the Board 
of Trustees is to be made good by the employer to bring it 
up to the statutory limit. 

8. The employer shall display on the notice board of 
the establishment, a copy of the rules of the funds as 
approved by the appropriate authority and as and when 
amended thereto along with a translation in the language 
of the majority of the employees. 

9. The rate of contributions payable, the conditions 
and quantum of advances and other matters laid down 
under the provident fund rules of the establishment and 
the interest credited to the account of each member, 
calculated on the monthly running balance of the member 
and declared by the Board of Trustees shall not be lower 
than those declared by the Central Government under the 
various provisions prescribed in the Act and Scheme framed 
thereunder. 

10. Any amendment to the Scheme, which is more 
beneficial to the employees than the existing rules of the 
establishment, shall be made applicable to them 
automatically pending formal amendment of the Rules of 
the Trust. 


11. No amendment in the rules shall be made by the 
employer without the prior approval of the Regional 
Provident Fund Commissioner. The Regional Provident 
Fund Commissioner shall before giving his approval give a 
reasonable opportunity to the employees to explain their 
point of view. 

12. All claims for withdrawals, advances and transfers 
should be settled expeditiously, within the maximum time 
frame prescribed by the Employees’ Provident Fund 
Organisation. 

13. The Board of Trustees shall maintain detailed 
accounts to show the contributions credited withdrawal 
and interest in respect of each employee. The maintenance 
of such records should preferably be done electronically. 
The establishments should periodically transmit the details 
of members’ accounts electronically as and when directed 
by the Central Provident Commissioner/Regional Provident 
Fund Commissioner. 

14. The Board of Trustees shall issue an annual 
statement of accounts or pass books to every employee 
within six months of the close of financial/accounting year 
free of cost once in the year. Additional printouts can be 
made available as and when the members want, subject to 
nominal charges. In case of passbook, the same shall remain 
in custody of employee to be updated periodically by the 
Trustees when presented to them. 

15. The employer shall make necessary provisions to 
enable all the members to be able to see their account 
balance from the computer terminals as and when required 
by them. 

16. The Board of Trustees and the employer shall file 
such returns monthly/annually as may be prescribed by 
the Employees’ Provident Fund Organisation within the 
specified time limit, failing which it will be deemed as a 
default and the Board of Trustees and employer will jointly 
and separately be liable for suitable penal action by the 
Employees’ Provident Fund Organisation. 

17. The Board of Trustees shall invest the monies of the 
provident fund as per the directions of the Government 
from time to time. Failure to make investments as per 
directions of the Government shall make the Board of 
Trustees separately and jointly liable to surcharge as may 
be imposed by the Central Provident Fund Commissioner 
or his representative. 

18. (a) The securities shall be obtained in the name of 

Trust. The securities so obtained should be in 
dematerialized (DEMAT) form and in case the 
required facility is not available in the areas where 
the trust operates the Board of Trustees shall 
inform the Regional Provident Fund Commissioner 
concerned about the same. 

(b) The Board of Trustees shall maintain a script wise 
register and ensure timely realization of interest. 
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(c) The DEMAT Account should be opened through 
depository participants approved by Reserve Bank 
of India and Central Government in accordance 
with the instructions issued by the Central 
Government in this regard. 

(d) The cost of maintaining DEMAT account should 
be treated as incidental cost of investment by the 
Trust. Also all types of cost of investments like 
brokerage for purchase of securities etc. shall be 
treated as incidental cost of investment by the 
Trust. 

19. All such investments made like purchase of securities 
and bonds, should be lodged in the safe custody of 
depository participants approved by Reserve Bank of India 
and Central Government, who shall be the custodian of the 
same. On closure of establishment or liquidation or 
cancellation of exemption from EPF Scheme, 1952 such 
custodian shall transfer the investment obtained in the 
name of the Trust and standing in its credit to the Regional 
PF Commissioner concerned directly on receipt of request 
from the Regional PF Commissioner concerned to that effect. 

20. The establishment shall intimate to the Regional P.F. 
Commissioner concerned the details of depository 
participants (approved by RBI and Central Government), 
with whom and in whose safe custody, the investments 
made in the name of trust, viz., investments made in 
securities, bonds, etc. have been lodged. However, the 
Board of Trustees may raise such sum of sums of money 
as may be required for meeting obligatory expenses such 
as settlement of claims, grant of advances as per rules and 
transfer of member’s PF accumulations in the event of his/ 
her leaving service of the employer and any other receipts 
by sale of the securities or other investments standing in 
the name of the Fund subject to the prior approval of the 
Regional PF Commissioner. 

21. Any commission, incentive, bonus or other 
pecuniary rewards given by any financial or other 
institutions for the investments made by the Trust should 
be credited to its account. 

22. The employer and the members of the Board of 
Trustees, shall furnish a written undertaking agreeing to 
abide by the conditions and this shall be legally binding 
on the employer and the Board of Trustees, including their 
successors and assignees. 

23. The employer and the Board of Trustees shall also 
give an undertaking to transfer the funds promptly within 
the time limit prescribed by the concerned RPFC in the 
event of cancellation of relaxation. This shall be legally 
binding on them and will make them liable for prosecution 
in the event of any delay in the transfer of funds. 

24. (a) The account of the Provident Fund maintained by 

the Board of Trustees shall be subject to audit by 
a qualified independent chartered accountant 


annually. Where considered necessary the EPFO 
shall have the right to have the accounts re-audited 
by any other qualified auditor and the expenses 
so incurred shall be borne by the employer. 

(b) A copy of the Auditor’s report along with the 
audited balance sheet should be submitted to this 
office by the Auditors directly within six months 
after the closing of the financial year from 1st 
April to 31st March. The format of the balance 
sheet and the information to be furnished in the 
report shall be prescribed by the Employees’ 
Provident fund Organisation and made available 
with the RPFC office in electronic format as well as 
a signed hard copy. 

(c) The same auditors should not be appointed for 
two consecutive years and not more than the 
relaxation withdrawn from the first day of the next 
succeeding financial year. 

25. Any loss for the three consecutive financial years or 
erosion in the capital base shall have the relaxation 
withdrawn from the first day of the next succeeding financial 
year. 

26. The employer shall provide for such facilities for 
inspection and pay such inspection charges as the Central 
Government may from time to time direct under clause (a) 
of sub-section (3) of Section 17 of the Act within 15 days 
from the close of every month. 

27. In the event of any violation of the conditions for 
grant of relaxation, by the employer or the Board of 
Trustees, the relaxation granted shall be cancelled after 
issuing a show-cause notice in this regard to the concerned 
persons. 

28. In the event of any loss to the trust as a result of any 
fraud, defalcation, wrong investment decisions etc. the 
employer shall be liable to make good the loss. 

29. In case of any change of legal status of the 
establishment as a result of merger, de-merger, acquisition, 
sale, amalgamation, formation of a subsidiary, whether 
wholly owned or not etc., the relaxation granted shall stand 
revoked and the establishment should promptly report the 
matter for grant of fresh relaxation. 

30. In case there are more than one unit/establishment 
participating in the common Provident Fund Trust, all the 
trustees shall be jointly and separately liable/responsible 
for any default committed by any of the trustees/employer 
of any of the participating units and the RPFC shall take 
suitable legal action against all the trustees of the common 
Provident Fund Trust. 

31. The Central Government may lay down further 
conditions for continuation of exemption of the 
establishment and the establishment shall be bound to 
comply with these additional conditions as and when the 
same are communicated. 
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W.3TT. 2250.—3||^P|ch fsfoTK 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 
R7T 14) Rf) tqRT 17 ^ 3^RU1 ^'^^7TTTT7 44M?WH ^ 
w wtut w ttsts fn^MdiT afir ^ #r 

3TJ5TO 3 3tk]p|cb fsRK 7I7RTT7 3tWlPl4> 

3#RRnj/3R ^|4ld4, ^R7TJ7 ^ W (tM 71. 117/97) 
RTf Uohlftld wt t H1W RTl 11/08/2014 W7T 

^31T 21TI 

[71. R^T-12012/113/96-31T|3lR (^j-II)] 
TfR ^RIR, SppiFT 3#Pf7Rt 
New Delhi, the 12th August, 2014 

S.O. 2250. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 117/ 
97) of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of Corporation Bank, and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 
11/08/2014. 

[No. L-12012/113/96-IR (B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/117/97 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRIR. B. PATLE 

Shri Ajit Singh Jadega, 

Qr. No. 162-163, 

Gudiyari, 

Distt. Raipur .Workman 

Versus 

Dy.General Manager, 

Corporation Bank, Head office, 

Mangala Devi Campus road, 

Post Box No. 88, 

Bangalore (MP) .Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 1st day of July, 2014 

1. As per letter dated 29-4-97 by the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under 
Section-10 of I.D. Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-12012/ 
113/96-IR(B-II). The dispute under reference relates to: 


“Whether the action of the management of 
Corporation Bank in relation to their Branch at Raipur 
in terminating the services of Shri Ajit Singh Jadeja, 
clerk w.e.f. 5-7-95 is justified? If not, to what relief 
the workman concerned is entitled to?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to 
the parties. 1st party workman submitted statement of claim 
at page 4/1 to 4/7. Case of workman is that he was appointed 
as clerk at Raipur branch on 9-12-1974. He was offered 
notional cadre. Considering his unblemished service 
record, it was alleged that on 7-2-1983, fictitious Saving 
Account was opened at the branch in the name of Miss 
Asha Nathani. It was alleged that workman was responsible 
for opening said fictitious account accepting Rs.10 
voucher. He was working at Teller Counter. That if 
workman would not accepted scrutinized voucher, he 
would have been responsible for misconduct and 
disobedience. He acted without negligence. It was also 
alleged that on 24-2-83, amount of Rs. 50,000/- and on 
12-3-84, entry of Rs. 21,000/- was credited in the above 
Bank account. The Account opening form and credit 
vouchers were missing from Bank’s custody. The alleged 
credits were posted in the Ledger account of Miss Asha 
Nathani by Shri A.k.Shrivastava who appeared later as a 
management witness in the domestic enquiry. It was alleged 
on 15-3-83 a cheque bearing No. 553773 for Rs.5000/- was 
posted in the above Savings Bank Account and encashed. 
Said cheque was also not handled by the workman. This 
cheque has also been alleged to be missing from the Bank’s 
custody. That chargesheet was issued to workman and 
peon alleging that they entered office premises at 6.30 PM 
on 15-3-83 in drunken condition. Said act was concealed 
and not reported in the complaint filed with the police. 
That after 10 years of incident, chargesheet was issued to 
workman. Workman was suspended w.e.f. April 1983. On 
27-3-83. Report was submitted to police by Branch 
Manager. Statements of witnesses K.S.Sessaiya, Vinod 
Kumar, Chandra Sekhar, Vijay Kumar, Felix D’Souza, 
A.P.Vajpayee, C.S.Rao, Ashok Kumar, Praveen Kumar, 
C.N.Dubey & P.P.Mishra were accorded by police. 
Workman has requested for removal of his suspension 
and reinstatement in service. After their acquittal by 
Criminal Court on 19-2-1994, it is submitted that the material 
witnesses have not attended criminal court even after 
bailable warrants issued against them. After workman was 
under suspension for more than 10 years, he was served 
with chargesheet on 9-9-93. Enquiry was conducted 
against him is biased in violation of principles of natural 
justice. Workman had requested production of documents- 
Teller rough cash book for February and March 1983, 
balancing book of Savings Bank Ledger, balancing order 
book, stationery stock register, original page of officers 
main scroll dated 7-2-83. Workman has reiterated that 
enquiry was not properly conducted. The witnesses were 
tutored as they are employees or offices of the Bank. That 
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the Disciplinary Authority without applying his mind, 
terminated workman from 5-7-95, peon Deb was reinstated 
in the bank’s service. Workman raised question why Shri 
Deb was not punished alongwith him and he was singled 
out for termination of his service. Workman has also 
referred to Bipartite Settlement providing appeal against 
order of punishment. That his appeal was dismissed 
without appropriate reasons. He reiterates that principles 
of natural justice were not followed. The provision of 
Desai Award were also not applied. That workman was 
acquitted by Criminal Court, Punishment imposed against 
him is in violation of principles of double jeopardie. That 
Bank illegally recovered Rs.5000/- to debit of Savings Bank 
Account. The blackmailing tactics worked on the staff 
and to save their own skin, they attend their statements in 
the domestic enquiry. The actual culprits are left. On all 
such grounds, workman is praying for his reinstatement 
with consequential benefits. 

3. Ilnd party filed exhaustive Written Statement at page 
11/1 to 11/16. Claim of workman is opposed. It is alleged 
that on 7-2-83, workman while working as clerk in cash 
department, managed to open fictitious account in name 
of Miss Asha Nathani. Nathani had never come to Bank 
for giving her specimen signature for opening account. 
Workman was working as Special Assistant during 22-2-83 
to 8-3-83 taking disadvantage of the post, he made transfer 
entries in the account of Miss Asha Nathani dated 24-2-83 
& 12-3-83 for Rs.50,000/- & Rs.21,000/- respectively. 
Workman was having custody of cheque books bearing 
Sl.No.553771 to 553780, he issued cheque No. 553773 dated 
15-3-83 for Rs.5000/-. After inspection, it was found that 
all those documents pertaining to Account No. 1652 of 
Miss Asha Nathani were missing though the entry was 
made in ledger book. All other adverse contentions of 
workman are denied. It is submitted that workman was 
rightly suspended w.e.f. 22-4-1983 and they were directly 
involved in misconduct. The incident was reported by 
Branch Manager to Police on 17-3-83. Acquittal of workman 
is not disputed but it is submitted that workman was given 
benefit of doubt while acquitting him. It is open for 
management to proceed against him by way of clause 19.11, 
19.12 of the Bipartite Settlement, the chargesheet was 
issued to workman. Enquiry was conducted against him 
giving opportunity for his defence. That amount of 
Rs.5000/- was fraudulently withdrawn by him on 15-3-83. 
Enquiry officer submitted his report. Considering report 
of Enquiry officer, that misconduct alleged against 
workman were proved, workman was given showcause 
notice. The punishment imposed against workman is illegal. 
The domestic enquiry and criminal trial cannot be equated. 
The contentions of workman that he was not supplied 
documents in domestic enquiry are denied. Workman has 
not pointed out specific ingredient of Para 521 of Sastry 
Award was not followed. All other adverse contentions of 
workman are denied. Ilnd party prayed for rejection of 
claim of workman. 


4. Considering pleadings between parties, my 
predecessor has framed issues as under. As per order dated 
9-2-2011, issue No.l is answered. Enquiry is held legal. 
Therefore Issue No.2 has become redundant. My finding 
on Issue No.3,4 are recorded for the reasons given below. 

(i) Whether the action of the manage- Enquiry is 

ment of Whether the Departmental held legal, 

enquiry conducted by the manage¬ 
ment against the workman is proper 

and legal? 

(ii) Whether the management is entitled Redundant 
to lead evidence to prove the alleged 
misconduct of the workman? 

(iii) Whether the termination order dated In Affirmative 
22-6-95 is valid and legal? 

(iv) Whether the workman is entitled to 
reinstatement with back wages? 


(v) Relief and costs? 


In Negative 

As per final 
order. 


REASONS 


5. Vide order dated 9-2-2011, my predecessor held that 
the enquiry conducted against workman is not vitiated. 
As enquiry conducted against workman is found legal 
and proper, there is no question of allowing management 
to lead evidence to prove misconduct alleged against 
workman. In view of the order passed by my predecessor, 
Issue No. 1 is answered in Affirmative. Issue No.2 doesnot 
survive. 


6. Issue No.3- In view of enquiry conducted against 
workman is found proper and legal, question remains to 
be decided is whether the termination of services of 
workman is valid and legal. Said issue involves question 
whether the charges of misconduct alleged against 
workman are proved from evidence in Enquiry Proceedings 
or findings of Enquiry Officer are perverse. 

7. Learned counsel for workman Shri A.K.Shashi during 
course of argument submitted that workman was 
suspended on 20-4-83. Chargesheet was issued on 9-9-93 
after 10 years of his suspension. The charges against 
workman were about opening fictitious account in name 
of Miss Nathani. Entries ofRs.50,000/- & 21,000/- deposited 
on 24-2-83, 12-3-83 were recorded. Deposit slips were 
missing. Amount Rs.5000/- was withdrawn on 15-3-83 as 
per cheque No. 553773. That cheque was missing. It is 
further submitted that the workman was prosecuted in 
Criminal Case No. 217/93. He was acquitted by Criminal 
Court. The witnesses remained absent in Criminal case 
despite bailable warrants issued by court. After 10 years, 
they were examined in Departmental Enquiry, their 
evidence cannot be relied upon. The evidence of material 
witnesses is not sufficient to prove alleged 
misappropriation of Rs. 5000/- by workman. Evidence 
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shows that scroll of Rs.10/- was written by management’s 
witness Vajpayee. There was overwriting in the name, the 
entry of amount was taken at SI.No. 23 despite of cheque 
was missing. Cheque for payment was received by scroll 
office. The evidence of management’s witness Felix 
D’Souza, Panda, C.S.Rao, Ashok Srivastava is not sufficient 
to prove the alleged charges. On such argument, learned 
counsel submits that charges are not proved and 
termination of workman be set-aside. Workman be 
reinstated. Learned counsel for Ilnd party Narendra Vyas 
supported the findings of Enquiry Officer and punishment 
imposed against workman pointing out that evidence of 
witnesses by Shri C.S.Rao, Panda and A.K.Shrivastava 
supports findings of Enquiry Officer. That workman had 
received amount of Rs. 5000/-. The findings of Enquiry 
Officer are not perverse. Learned counsel prays for 
rejection of claim of workman. Several citations are also 
relied by learned counsel for parties. 

8. It would be appropriate first to consider the evidence 
of management’s witnesses and then various citations 
relied by counsel for parties. Incidentally it was submitted 
that Enquiry Officer has discussed evidence of witnesses 
of management in his report of enquiry. Chargesheet is 
issued to workman Exhibit M-l. The misconduct alleged 
against workman are given exhaustively. That workman 
was entrusted duties of Special Assistant during 22-2-83 
to 8-3-83. He was incharge of cash scroll and cheque books 
were in his custody. That cheque book containing 10 leafs 
bearing No. Sl.No.553771 to 553780, he issued cheque No. 
553773 dated 15-3-83 for Rs.5000/-. In name of Miss Asha 
Athani, two credit entries of Rs.50,000/- & 21,000/- 
recorded on 24-2-83,12-3-83 in said account. However no 
entries were made in Sub Day book regarding credit of 
said amount. That amount of Rs.5000/- was withdrawn on 
5-3-83 by cheque No. 553773 dated 15-3-83. However 
cheque was not entered in Sub Day book. Cheque was 
found missing on 15-3-83. That amount of Rs.5000/- was 
fraudulently withdrawn when credits of Rs. 15,000/- & 
21,000/- were made without corresponding debits and from 
the removal/ destruction of these credit slips. That on 
15-3-83, workman along with Shri Dev entered Bank in 
intoxicated stage and they enquired from officers why they 
were sitting late. That workman is involved in receiving 
cash of Rs.10/- towards the opening of SB Account No. 
1652, his failure to ensure the entry of cheque book and 
withdrawal of Rs.5000/- on 5-8-83. Whether all those 
charges are proved from evidence in Enquiry Proceedings 
is a matter involved for decision. 

9. Learned counsel for 1st party workman Shri A.K. 
Shashi during course of argument pointed out my attention 
to the Enquiry Proceeding dated 13-11-93, 11-12-93, 
11-2-94, 8-8-94. As enquiry conducted against workman 
is found legal and proper by my predecessor and as said 
order has received finality, I donot find substance in 
argument advanced on above point. Turning to evidence 


of management’s witnesses MW-1 Vajpayee stated that 
on 7-5-83 he was Scroll Officer. Workman complained 
Jadeja was one of the cashier. He did not recollect name of 
other cashier working on that day. Exhibit M-l is in 
handwriting of Shri S.Jadeja against receipt at Sl.No. 61, 
there is credit of Rs. 10/- towards initial deposit in account 
of Shri Athani. For opening account minimum deposit Rs. 
300/- to 500/- is required. In respect of this Account, a 
cheque book containing cheques leaves numbers 553771 
to 553780 was issued. Issue of cheque book should have 
been shown in between 28-2-83 to 2-3-83. There is no entry 
in Exhibit M-10. That between 23-2-83 to 8-3-83, Shri Jadeja 
was Scroll Officer cheque books were in his custody. On 
15-3-83, he was Scroll Officer as seen from Exhibit M-3. 
Cheque No. 55773 was passed for payment. The Debit 
entry in Exhibit M-3 is in handwriting of Shri C.S.Rao. The 
corresponding entry is available at Sl.No.23 of Cash Scroll 
dated 15-3-83. That around 6.45 PM shri Jadeja and Shri 
Sampat R. Deb came to the branch, they asked in a loud 
tone as to why he was sitting late when the (R.D) receipt 
and debit tallied at 4.45 PM. He says that they were in 
drunken condition. Shri Jadeja was saying to Shri D’Souza 
why he was locating the difference, he will tally it 
tomorrow. After such talks they went out of the branch 
premises. On 16-3-83, Shri Jadeja was sitting in branch at 
the same seat as he was occupying on 15-3-83 by his side. 
ThatD’Zouza noticed the cheque of Rs.5000/- pertaining 
to A/C No. 1652 was not available. The vouchers about 
initial deposit Rs.10/- also were not found, both started 
locating the cheque. They did not find vouchers about 
Rs.50,000/- & 21,000/-. In his cross-examination, witness 
says as per procedure Officer should see Account Opening 
Form practice was in the Bank but the letter was sent to 
Officer Incharge of cash scroll after issuing card. He verify 
Account Opening Form and sent to S.B.Account deposit. 
On 7-2-83, account was opened and checked by Shri Felix 
D’Souza, Officer. There was the practice of issuing 
passbook to the account holder. He claims ignorance 
whether pass book was issued to the Account holder on 
7-2-83. His further cross-examination shows that the 
persons who issue cheque books should ensure that they 
are issued serially. Cheque books issued on the same day 
may not sometimes be entered in the serial order but all 
the cheque books issued during the day will be entered in 
the cheque book issue register. In his further cross- 
examination he says that Shri Jadeja was scroll officer 
from 23-2-83 to 8-3-83. The entries in cash book issued are 
made by the State Bank Ledger Clerk. The evidence of 
this witness further shows that on 15-3-83, they were not 
aware about difference in balance was because of Saving 
Account No. 1652. He didnot find entry of Rs.5000/- in 
Sub-day book. On that he told that cheque must be there. 
Both of them verified cheque of Rs.5000/- but the cheque 
couldnot be found. They verified the other two previous 
entries in the ledger for Rs.50,000 & 21,000/-. As there 
were no entries in the sub-day book for these items, they 
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verified the corresponding entries in sub Day Book but 
could not find the entries. He confirmed that the tallying 
was done basically by Mr. D’Souza. At that time no other 
person was present in the branch. 

10. Witness No.2 Shri Felix D’Souza corroborated the 
evidence of witness No.l that entries in sub day book of 
Rs.50,000/- & 21,000/- and amount of Rs. 5000/- were not 
found. The cheque was missing. The evidence of 
management’s witness No. 1,2 on above point is not 
shattered in their cross-examination. 

11. Witness No.3 Shri B.N.Panda in his evidence stated 
that 1st party alongwith Deb had come in evening and 
enquired why they were sitting in the office is not shattered 
in their cross-examination. Witness No.3 Panda in his 
evidence says that he was working as clerk, he had made 
payment of Rs. 5000/- to workman. That Jadeja had come 
to his residence asking address of Shri C.S.Rao they had 
gone to house of Shri C.S.Rao. Workman was asking 
C.S.Rao that he should not tell anyone about payment of 
Rs.5000/- under cheque to him. In his cross-examination, 
witness No.3 Panda says that on 15-3-83 he told Enquiry 
Officer that he did not recollect to whom he had made 
payment of cheque of Rs. 5000/-. During course of 
argument, Shri A.K.Shashi emphasized immediately after 
incident when Witness No.3 did not tell to whom the 
amount was paid, his statement recorded after 10 years in 
Departmental Enquiry telling that amount Rs.5000/- was 
paid to workman cannot be believed. I find substance in 
above argument. There is no cogent explanation in 
statement of witness No.3 Panda how he recollected 
payment of Rs.5000 under cheque to the 1st party workman. 
The evidence of witness No.3 lacks reliability. Witness 
No.4 C.S.Rao in his statement says he was working as 
clerk at Raipur. The entry in respect of Rs.5000/- dated 
15-5-83 in ledger folio of Account No. 1652 Exhibit M-3 
was made by him. The cheque was given to him by Shri 
Jadeja. After entering cheque in the ledger, he sent it to 
Scroll Officer. The entry regarding Rs. 5000/- is not 
appearing in Sub Day Book. The cheque of Rs. 5000/- did 
not come back to him. On 15-3-83, entry was not made in 
Sub day book despite of his objection, Jadeja had taken 
entry. He had promised to produce cheque. He told him 
about difference of Rs. 5000/-. Accordingly the witness 
changed figure in sub day book. That Jadeja had come to 
his house and requested him not to reveal about issuing 
token and payment of Rs. 5000/- under cheque. The 
evidence in cross-examination, witness says that he admits 
in statement of claim at Page 22 of Exhibit M-20 that Jadeja 
had told him not to disclose that he issued token to him. 
The evidence on above point is not shattered in his cross- 
examination. The evidence of Mr. Balachandra- MW-4 is 
about inspection carried by him regarding statement of 
witness including workman. He had submitted detailed 
report at Exhibit M-20. Evidence of witness Balchandran 
corroborates with evidence of C.S.Rao, witness Panda on 


material particulars that token of amount of Rs.5000/- was 
issued to him. As evidence of witness Shri Panda is 
corroborated by those witnesses, their evidence deserve 
to be accepted. The legal position with respect to the 
appreciation of evidence in Enquiry proceedings is clear. 
The Tribunal cannot appreciate evidence. The evidence 
needs to be considered to decide whether findings of 
Enquiry Officer are perverse. The evidence of Shri Panda 
finds corroboration from evidence of Shri C.S.Rao and 
P.V.Balachandran. It is also corroborated by statements 
submitted alongwith report Exhibit M-20 by management 
witness Balchandran. In his report Exhibit M-20, Shri 
Balachandran has further explained that workman had 
friendship with Panda and because of it, Panda was 
reluctant to give statement against the workman. So far as 
argument advanced by Shri A.K.Shashi about acquittal in 
criminal case, copy of judgment is produced on record,. 
Out of 12 witnesses, only evidence of 3 witness was 
recorded in criminal case. Evidence of material witnesses 
examined in enquiry were not recorded for want of presence 
of the witnesses despite of issuing bailable warrants. It is 
clear that all the witnesses in Enquiry Proceedings were 
not examined in criminal case and failure to secure their 
presence. Their statements are recorded in Enquiry 
Proceedings cannot be discarded only for the reason that 
workman was acquitted in criminal case. 

12. Learned counsel for 1st party workman relies on ratio 

held in 

Case of Mangat Rai versus Punjab Road Transport 
Corporation and another reported in 1998-LAB-I.C. 1827. 
The ratio held in the case by their Lordship of Punjab and 
Haryana High Court that Presiding Officer of Labour Court 
is duty bound to examine on merits evidence recorded by 
Enquiry Officer and record its own findings on charges 
leveled against delinquent. 

The ratio in above cited case is clear that evidence 
in Enquiry Proceedings needs to be considered by the 
Tribunal. 

In case of Capt.M.Paul Anthony versus Bharat Gold 
Mines Ltd. And another reported in 1999(3) Supreme Court 
Cases 679, their Lordship dealt with the point of 
simultaneous continuance of with criminal proceedings 
with Departmental enquiry. 

In present case. Departmental Enquiry was initiated 
after acquittal of workman but with difference that the 
material witnesses examined in Enquiry Proceedings were 
not examined as witnesses in criminal case. Therefore the 
principles laid down in the case cannot be applied to case 
at hand. For same reasons the observations made in 
judgment by his Lordship in Writ petition No. 7622/2005 
cannot be benefitially applied to present case. 

Copy of award passed by undersigned in R/l/01 is 
also submitted for consideration. Evidence in said case is 
of auditor making enquiry about misappropriation alleged. 
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The ratio held in case of Umakant Dwivedi versus State of 
MP and others in W.P. No. 7622/2005 by M.P. High Court, 
Jabalpur was relied in said case. In para-14 of the judgment 
their Lordship dealing with ratio held in case of State of 
Mysore and others versus shivbasappa Shivappa 
Makapur, AIR 1963-SC-375 observed that the statement 
given by a witness previously behind the back of the party, 
is required to be put to him again in the disciplinary 
proceedings and is required to be admitted in evidence. 

In present case, witness Panda was asked question 
about his previous statements Exhibit M-3 at Page-20 
admitted he did not know to whom amount was paid but 
evidence of Shri Panda is corroborated by other witnesses 
discussed above. Therefore ratio held in above case 
cannot be applied to case at hand. 

In case of Sumangal Veerbahadur Rana and State of 
Maharashtra and others reported in 2000-I-LLJ-896 relied 
by Shri A.K. Shashi, their Lordship dealing with reliefs of 
acquittal in criminal proceedings held even though it is 
not binding, due consideration must be given before 
applying mind for imposing punishment. 

In present case, statement of Shri Panda is 
corroborated by Shri C.S. Rao and Balachandran. The 
token of cheque of Rs. 5000 was given to workman. Amount 
was paid to workman. The evidence on point is not 
shattered. To be precise, the finding of Enquiry officer are 
supported by some evidence. The burden of proof beyond 
reasonable doubt is not applicable to the Departmental 
proceedings. The proof of misconduct is required to be 
decided considering the probabilities. It is apparent to 
say that findings of Enquiry Officer are supported by 
evidence discussed above. 

13. Counsel for management Shri Vyas relies on ratio 
held in State Bank of India and another versus Bela Bagchi 
and others reported in 2005-STPL(LE)35024 SC, Divisional 
Controller KSRTC versus M.G.Vittal Rao reported in 
STPL(LE)45952 SC. The detailed discussion of ratio held 
in those cases is not necessary as the evidence discussed 
above supports the findings of Enquiry Officer. Therefore 
I record my finding on Point No. 1 in Affirmative. 

14. Point No.2- In view of my finding in Point No.l, 
misconduct alleged against workman is proved from 
evidence in Enquiry Proceedings, punishment of dismissal 
from service calls no interference. Considering serious 
nature of misconduct proved against workman, 
punishment of dismissal from service is proper. No 
interference is called for. Accordingly I record my finding 
in Point No.2. 

15. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The action of the management of Corporation Bank 

in relation to their Branch at Raipur in terminating 

the services of Shri Ajit Singh Jadeja, clerk w.e.f. 

5-7-95 is proper and legal. 


(2) Workman is not entitled to relief claimed by him. 

16. Let the copies of the award be sent to the Government 
of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment as per rules. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

12 33W, 2014 

W.3TT. 2251.—atWilPi'+i facTR 3Tf¥T4E, 1947 (1947 
14) strt 17 SFpiTH E ^#4 7TTTH wfa jYfe 
tuts FHdWY sffc ^ #4 

sppfa tY aMfw faeiK 3 ^#4 tttte aiklPicb 
3#PRUT/3R Wt, ^ W (tM Tf. 232/98) 

^ ycblfidd T# t # ^#4 TTTTR ^ 11/08/2014 ^ UTO 
fSTT mi 

[Tf. T74- 12012/86/98-3JT^3TR («ft-II)] 

Tfn fpTR, 31fnFT 3#P47Rt 

New Delhi, the 12th August, 2014 

S.O. 2251. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 232/ 
98) of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of State Bank of India, and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 11/08/2014. 

[No. L-12012/86/98-IR (B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/232/98 
PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRI R.B. PATLE 

Shri R.C. Katkani, 

S/o Shri Lakhmi Chand Katkani, 

C/o 240, Sethi Nagar Colony, 

Freeganj, 

Ujjain ...Workman 

Versus 

Chief General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

L.H.O, Hoshangabad Road, 

Bhopal (MP) ...Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 11th day of July, 2014 

1. As per letter dated 15-10-98 by the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under 
Section-10 of I.D. Act, 1947 asperNotificationNo.L-12012/ 
86/98/IR(B-II). The dispute under reference relates to: 
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“Whether the action of the management of State 
Bank of India in terminating the services of 
Shri R.C. Katkani, Record Keeper w.e.f. 21-11-95 is 
justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 
for?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to 
the parties. Workman filed statement of claim at Page 2/1 
to 2/5. Case of 1st party workman is that he was initially 
appointed as Messenger in 1972 by Ilnd party Bank. He 
was served with chargesheet on 14-3-95. Disciplinary 
proceedings were initiated against him. Charges alleged 
against him were he drunk wine in the Bank premises and 
misbehaved with colleague employees, officers and 
customers of the Bank. After chargesheet was issued. 
Disciplinary Authority and officers of the Bank tried to 
admit the charge with the assurance of either releasing 
him from the charge or award minor punishment. On such 
promises, he did not submit reply to the chargesheet. At 
the time of Departmental Enquiry, he was given 
understanding that enquiry is formulated. That he would 
be released from charges of minor punishment may be 
awarded against him. On such contentions he admitted 
charge. He did not produce anything in support of his 
defence. He was terminated as per order dated 21-11-95. 
He challenged said order preferring appeal. Appeal was 
dismissed on 14-2-96 without application of mind. 
Workman submits that he was denied opportunity for his 
defence. Enquiry was not properly conducted. Principles 
of natural justice were not followed. His admission was 
not unconditional on the point. Enquiry was closed without 
recording evidence of witnesses. Workman did not get 
opportunity for his defence. Punishment of dismissed was 
imposed without application of mind. Disciplinary 
Authority ignored conspiracy for admission of charge by 
him. The punishment is illegal. 

3. Ilnd party filed Written Statement at Page 8/1 to 8/ 
12. Ilnd party submits that services of workman are 
covered by Sastri and Desai Awards. He was served with 
chargesheet on 14-3-95, the details of charges against 
workman are narrated. That workman in drunken condition 
abused and assaulted Branch Manager, Staff and 
customers. He denied his behaviour despite of 
interrogation by other staff members. That from behavior 
of workman, image of Bank was spoiled. Ilnd party submits 
that after chargesheet was issued to him, workman 
attended Enquiry proceedings. Charges were read over to 
him. Repeatedly workman admitted charges. Therefore 
Enquiry Officer did not record statements of management’s 
witnesses. Enquiry officer submitted his report that 
charges alleged against workman are proved. Showcause 
notice was issued to workman by Disciplinary Authority. 
Considering entire material, punishment of dismissal was 
imposed. Appeal preferred by workman was dismissed for 
the reasons that enquiry conducted against workman is 
proper and legal. Workman was given opportunity for his 


defence. All contentions of workman that admission of 
charges were obtained from him giving promises of lesser 
punishment are denied. Ilnd party prayed for rejection of 
claim. 

4. 1st party workman filed rejoinder at Page 11/1 to 11/3 
reiterating its contentions in statement of claim. 

5. Considering pleadings on record, the points which 
arise for my consideration and determination are as under. 
My findings are recorded against each of them for the 
reasons as below:- 

(i) Whether the action of the mana- In Affirmative 
gement of State Bank of India in 
terminating the services of Shri 

R.C. Katkani, Record Keeper 
w.e.f. 21-11-95 is justified? 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman Relief prayed 

is entitled to?” by workman is 

rejected. 

REASONS 

6. Enquiry conducted against workman is found legal 
by my predecessor as per order dated 2-8-2012. Said order 
has received finality. Therefore the contentions of 
workman about legality of enquiry proceedings needs no 
detailed discussion. After enquiry found legal, parties were 
given opportunity to lead evidence on other issues. 
However no evidence is adduced on other issues. The 
record of Enquiry proceedings is produced. Exhibit M-1 is 
chargesheet issued to workman clearly shows different 
charges against him. Exhibit M-2 is letter given by 1st 
party workman to the Disciplinary Authority regretting 
his conduct and being ashamed of it, he prayed to be 
excused. He assured not to repeat such incident in future. 
Said letter is given on 14-4-95. Document Exhibit M-2(a) is 
also letter given by workman dated 7-8-95 admitting the 
misconduct against him. He has written that he committed 
mistake. He was ashamed of his conduct. He would not 
commit such mistake in future. He begs to be excused. 
Exhibit M-30 also letter given by workman admitting 
charges against him on 14-10-95. The document Exhibit 
M-4(a) charges were explained to the delinquent employee. 
He admitted charges explaining that he was upset and 
committed misconduct. He consumed alcohol and he lost 
his balance. He begged to be excused. Cheque was issued 
inadvertently, adequate amount was not in his Account. 
Document M-5 is notice issued to workman by 
Disciplinary Authority. Document M-6 is letter given by 
workman dated 15-4-95 admitting misconduct on his part. 
Document M-7 is memo issued by Disciplinary Authority 
explaining the charges. Exhibit M-9 is showcause notice 
issued to workman. In all documents discussed above, 
workman has clearly admitted misconduct alleged against 
him. The admission of misconduct by workman is more 
than six months. It is difficult to disbelieve that during all 
those period, workman was not knowing the consequences 
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of admitting charges against him. Showcause notice was 
also issued. Workman had admitted misconduct on his 
part in response to said showcause notice. When 
consistently workman has admitted misconduct alleged 
against him. There was no question of holding further 
enquiry and recording further witnesses. Enquiry is found 
proper and legal by my predecessor. Consequently the 
detailed discussion on this point is not required. 

7. Charges alleged against workman are committing 
misbehavior under drunken condition, assaulting Branch 
Manager etc. committing such acts during working hours 
certainly is misconduct, damaging image of the Bank. 

8. Learned counsel for workman Shri S.K.Nandi 
emphasized that alleged misconduct was under drunken 
condition. The rules of the Bank provided for pensionary 
benefits before this Tribunal can exercise powers under 
Section 11-A and punishment be modified to removal with 
pensionary benefits. 

9. Reliance is placed by counsel for llnd party 
Shri Amit Nagpal in ratio held in 

Case of U.R State road Transport Corporation versus 
Subhash Chandra Sharma and others reported in 2000(3) 
Supreme Court Cases 324. Their Lordship dealing with 
powers of Labour Court to give relief, held doesnot extend 
to granting relief where the punishment of removal was 
not shockingly disproportionate. The charge that the 
delinquent driver of U.RState Road Transport Corporation 
went in a drunken state to the Assistant Cashier in the 
cash room, demanded money from him on his refusal 
abused and threatened to assault him was a serious charge 
of misconduct. Hence punishment of removal after said 
charge was found proved in Departmental Enquiry was 
not shockingly disproportionate. Their Lordship held 
Labour Courts interference therewith substituting the 
same by stoppage of one increment was arbitrary. 

Counsel for workman Shri Praveen Yadav placed 
reliance on ratio held in case of Rajasthan Tourism 
Development Corporation Limited and another versus Jai 
Raj Singh Chauhan reported in 2012(2) SCC(L&S) 67. Their 
Lordship dealing with misconduct of unauthorised/ gainful 
absence held could not be taken into consideration. 

The ratio cannot be applied in present as misconduct 
alleged against workman is not of unauthorised absence. 
Considering proved misconduct of workman, the dismissal 
of workman cannot be said illegal. For above reasons, 1 
record my finding in Point No. 1 in Affirmative. 

10. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The action of the management of State Bank of India 

in terminating the services of Shri R.C. Katkani, 

Record Keeper w.e.f. 21 -11 -95 is proper. 

(2) Relief prayed by workman is rejected. 

11. Let the copies of the award be sent to the Government 
of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment as per rules. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 


^ ■ferft, 12 33W, 2014 

W.3TT. 2252.—3jyp|ch f44T4 3#rfWT, 1947 (1947 
44 14) 4ft tiro 17 ^ apprcuT 3 

4( 44444 Tqsrs rH4M<*>Y 3T(T cbijcbK!' t£ #q 

3FJ44 tY aMfW f44K 3 ^#4 47447 3l1^1Pl<=b 

3#FfTW?W ^ W (tM 71. 186/01) 

4ft ycblfidd 444t t 4t ^#4 7T7447 47t 11/08/2014 44 4F4 
t[3TT 411 

[Tf. T^-12011/156/2001-3Uf3IR(^-II)] 

Tfa SFjqFT 3lf4447t 

New Delhi, the 12th August, 2014 

S.O. 2252. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 186/ 
01) of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of Syndicate Bank, and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 11/08/2014. 

[No. L-12011/156/2001-IR (B-II)] 

RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/186/2001 
PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRI R.B. PATLE 
General Secretary, 

Daily Wages Bank Employees Association, 

Hardev Niwas, 9, 

SanwerRoad, Ujjain ...Workman/Union 

Versus 

Regional Manager, 

Syndicate Bank, RO Shikarvarta Road, 

4, Indra Press Complex, Zone-I, 

M.P. Nagar, Bhopal (MP) ...Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 23rd day of May, 2014 

1. As per letter dated 29-11-2001 by the Government 
of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under 
Section-10 of I.D. Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-12011/ 
156/2001 -IR(B-II). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“Whether the action of the management of Regional 
Manager, Syndicate Bank, Regional Office, Bhopal 
in not regularizing the services of Shri Ganesh Kumar 
Barwa is justified? If not, what relief the workman is 
entitled for?” 
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2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to 
the parties. 1st party workman submitted statement of claim 
through Union Representative Shri Ram Nagwanshi at Page 
3/3 to 3/8. Case of 1st party is that he was appointed on 
temporary basis as sweeper by the Branch Manager of 
Ilnd party from 24-4-88. That he worked with devotion 
without any grievance from any corner. He was doing the 
work of cleaning, dusting, sweeping in the Bank. He was 
also doing work of providing drinking water to staff and 
taking token, books, log books etc,, from different tables. 
He worked under Branch Manager Mr. Nair, Srikant and 
Mishra. He was paid bonus. The information relating to 
workman was submitted time to time to the Regional Office. 
Workman submits that since 24-4-88, he was continuously 
working. In 1997, he had completed 240 days. He also 
submits that he also worked for 2150 days during past 12 
years. He submitted application for regularization of the 
service, that he had crossed age for getting employment 
overlooking his service for 12 years. His services were 
discontinued from 24-7-00. He was not provided work. 
The work was extracted from him using bogus names like 
Anil, Balkrishna, Bala, Keshuji, Ramprasad, Balkishan, 
Gendalal etc. The documents about payments are produced 
in conciliation proceeding before ALC initiated by 
workman, find party submitted that panel of temporary 
employees was prepared for exigency when permanent 
employee was preceding on leave. That name of Munnalal 
was at Sl.No.l & Ganesh at sl.No.2. thatMunalal would be 
observed first. That Mr. Rajesh had not completed 240 
days work. That Munnalal was confirmed on 1-7-88. That 
permanent peon Chouhan had taken voluntary retirement. 
His post was lying vacant. Workman has given details of 
the hearing before ALC, Bhopal in conciliation 
proceedings. The report was called during conciliation 
proceeding. Overlooking his service for period of 12 years, 
he was discontinued illegally which amounts to unfair 
labour practice. That his services are discontinued without 
compliance of section 25-F. he was not paid retrenchment 
compensation. Workman further claims that as he 
completed 240 days continuous service in 97-98 is covered 
as employee under Section 25-B. The services are 
terminated in violation of Section 25-F, G. H of I.D. Act. On 
such ground, workman prays for confirmation of his 
service. 

3. Ilnd party filed Written Statement at Page 6/1 to 6/ 
11. That the dispute is raised by Shri GK.Barau the General 
Secretary of Employees Association is not tenable. He 
claimed that he was working as part time sweeper claiming 
status of permanent employee. Dainik Vetan Bhogi Bank 
Karmchari Sangh has no concern with the Bank. Said Union 
is not functioning in Syndicate Bank. The claimant cannot 
be member of said Union as such Union has no locus- 
standi to raise dispute. It is further submitted that service 
conditions of the awarded staff are covered by various 


awards and bipartite settlements that due to unexpected 
absenteeism of regular sub staff the work of branch is 
abstracted. The Bank find it necessary to engage persons 
temporarily on account of absence of regular staff. That 
Shri GK.Baura was engaged as part time sweeper on daily 
wage basis when work was available. He was paid minimum 
wages. Workman was not employed on Bank. Manager 
has to make necessary arrangements engaging temporary 
employees. Branch Manager was reimbursed the expenses. 
That workman G.K.Barau had not completed 240 days 
continuous service, regularization needs availability of 
posts, funds for retaining temporary employees. 
Regularization cannot be made as thump rule only after 
completion of certain years of service. Workman cannot 
claim employment as a right as he performed duties of 
temporary nature. The appointments in Bank are covered 
by statutory rules and regulations. Persons seeking 
employment in Bank has to go through the entire procedure 
prescribed for appointment. The Regional Manager is 
employed to appointment of staff as per seniority. 
Workman was never appointed by competent authority. 
He was temporarily engaged due to exigencies that as per 
directions of Central Govt, employment of sub staff can 
be done through Employment Exchange only. It is 
mandatory. The vacancies should be filled by candidates 
sponsored by Employment Exchange. Ilnd party has also 
pleaded about guarantee of employment under Article 16 
and reservation in appointment of SC, ST, OBC and other 
categories. With regard to absorption of temporary 
attenders, the Bank has entered into a settlement with 
recognized Union under Section 12(3) of I.D. Act, 1947 on 
9-4-96. The said settlement is based on the guidelines/ 
procedures laid down by the Govt, the absorption of 
candidates will be from the panel of temporary attenders 
was prepared. Two candidates were in the panel - Shri 
G.K. Baraua and Munnalal. When permanent vacancy arise, 
Shri Munnalal was to be given first preference. As and 
when permanent vacancies arises, name for the panel of 
temporary candidates will be considered subject to 
seniority. That not assigning temporary duties to Shri 
G.K. Barua is only non-renewal of duties. It doesnot amount 
to retrenchment. Above contentions are reiterated by Ilnd 
party in its Written Statement. That workman had not 
completed 240 days continuous service, he was engaged 
as per exigencies. The wages were paid to him. Workman 
is not entitled to regularization of service, on such ground, 
Ilnd party prays for his rejection of claim. 

4. Proceeding under Section 33-A is filed by the 
workman. It is separately registered as A/5/06. Vide order 
dated 20-5-14, said proceeding is merged with present 
reference. The contentions of parties in said proceeding 
are as under:- 

5. Present proceeding is filed under Section 33-A of 
I.D.Act by applicant 1st party workman. It is submitted 
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that the applicant was working as attendant with Non¬ 
applicant from 24-4-88. He had completed 240 days 
continuous service, he was continuously working for 
12 years. That the conciliation proceeding were initiated 
before ALC, Bhopal. After conciliation proceedings were 
initiated, Non-applicant discontinued his services from 
16-12-2000 without issuing notice/ retrenchment 
compensation. As such it is alleged that the non-applicant 
has violated Section 33 of I.D.Act. Applicant prays for 
appropriate relief. 

6. Non-applicant filed reply at Page 5/1 to 5/4. Non¬ 
applicant submits that application is not tenable. 
Application is misconceived. That Union has raised 
industrial dispute before ALC and Conciliation ended. The 
report was sent to the Ministry and dispute is referred to 
the Tribunal for adjudication bearing No. R/186/01. The 
reference is fixed for evidence of applicant on 13-2-07. In 
Written Statement filed in above reference, Non-applicant 
has pleaded that applicant was engaged for work of casual 
nature as per exigencies and availability of work. The daily 
wager itself indicates that the engagement is as per 
availability of work. The engagement ends at end of the 
day. Workman was not continuously working from 
24-4-88. The reference case No. R/186/01 is pending. All 
above contentions are reiterated by Non-applicant and 
prays for rejection of claim. 

7. Considering pleadings on record, the points which 
arise for my consideration and determination are as under. 
My findings are recorded against each of them for the 
reasons as below:- 


In Case No. R/186/01 


(i) Whether the action of the manage- Affirmative 
ment of Regional Manager, Syndicate 

Bank, Regional Office, Bhopal in not 
regularizing the services of Shri Ganesh 
Kumar Barwa is justified? 

(ii) If so, to what relief the workman is Workman is 

entitled to?” not entitled 

to relief as 
prayed. 

In Case No. A/1/06 

(i) Whether the Applicant proves that In Negative 
Non-applicant violated Section 33 
of I.D.Act? 


(ii) Whether the applicant is entitled to In Negative 
relief contemplated under Section 33 
of I.D.Act? 


(iii) If so, to what relief the workman is 
entitled to?” 


Workman is 
not entitled 
to relief 
under 

Section 33 A 


REASONS 

8. Workman filed affidavit of his evidence in reference 
proceeding. He has stated that he was engaged by Branch 
Manager of Rajwada Branch from 24-4-88 as Badli/ 
Attendant sweeper. He was paid salary as per muster roll 
in Saving Account No.8598/16. He has given details of his 
working-taking vouchers, token book, distribution of 
letters etc. he was closing Bank around 6 PM. He was paid 
full wages of part time employee Rs. 110/- per day for 248 
days in 1997. That the wages were paid to him changing 
his names like Anil, Balkrishna, Bala, Keshuji, Ramprasad, 
Balkishan, Gendalal etc. That he had completed more than 
240 days during each of the year. He had crossed age of 
getting employment. That he worked from 1988 to 16-2-00. 
Thus it is clear that services of 1st party workman were 
discontinued from 16-12-00. In his cross-examination, 
workman says he doesnot know about the contents of his 
affidavit of evidence. Therefore the evidence of 1st party 
workman on affidavit cannot be accepted when he himself 
claims ignorance about contents of his affidavit. 

9. Management filed affidavit of Shri Sunil Goel . 
witness stated that workman was engaged on daily wages 
as per exigencies by the Branch manager. Workman had 
not completed 240 days continuous service. Workman was 
engaged purely on temporary basis on daily wages during 
absence of sub-staff. The vacancies of subordinate staff 
should be filled in from candidates sponsored through 
Employment Exchange. However the vacancies may be 
filled in by other sources if Employment Exchange 
authorizes or gives non-availability certificate. That 
Ganesh K.Barau was never appointed by Competent 
Authority against sanctioned post. His name was not 
sponsored through Employment Exchange. It is reiterated 
that workman had not completed 240 days service. In his 
cross-examination, management witness says he had not 
seen documents produced by workman on December 2001. 
Affidavit of his evidence is filed as per record. He claims 
ignorance for how many days workman worked on daily 
wages. He was unable to tell exact period. Workman not 
signed on muster roll. The witness claims ignorance about 
payment of salary through Saving Account. He says that 
he had not seen workman had submitted statement about 
working for 240 days. That he had not verified documents 
from branch. Management’s witness claims ignorance 
whether workman was paid wages in different names. If 
wages are paid to workman in different names, certainly it 
is fraud on Bank and such practices cannot be appreciated. 
As stated above, workman had claimed ignorance about 
contents of affidavit of evidence. As such evidence of 
workman doesnot support his claim, management’s 
witness has not admitted suggestion that workman 
completed 240 days continuous service. 

10. Document Exhibit W-l is letter given by Asstt. 
General Manager to Branch Manager Indore. The claim of 






5788 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: AUGUST 23, 2014/BHADRA 1, 1936 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


G.K.Barau for regularization could not be accepted. 
Though 1st party has produced large bunch of zerox copy 
of documents, no care is taken to prove the same. There is 
no cogent evidence to prove that the workman was 
continuously working from 1988 to 16-2-2000. At the time 
of hearing. Union Representative Mr. Nagwanshi 
submitted that Ilnd party has admitted working of 1st party 
in Paras 11,22 & 23 of the Written Statement. The careful 
perusal of the pleadings in those para means that workman 
was engaged temporarily engaged as per exigencies. 
Completion of 240 days continuous service is not admitted. 
In para 47 of Written statement, management had denied 
workman had completed 240 days continuous service. As 
per terms of reference, workman is claiming regularization 
of his services. However any rule Bipartite settlement are 
not pointed out under which workman claims 
regularization. As per evidence of management’s witness 
name of 1st party workman was not sponsored through 
Employment Exchange. Procedure for appointment of Sub- 
Staff was not followed in his case. Therefore claim of 1st 
party workman for regularization cannot be accepted. 

11. Learned counsel for Ilnd party Mr. Sharad Punj relies 
on ratio held in 

Case of M.P.State Agro Industries Development 
Corporation Ltd. and another versus S.C.Pandey reported 
in 2006(2)Supreme Court Cases 716. Their Lordship of the 
Apex Court dealing with question of right to regularisation 
of casual labour, temporary employees on completion of 
240 days continuous service held only because a 
temporary employee completes said period of service, that 
by itself would not confer any legal right upon him to be 
regularized in service. 

12. In case of APSRTC & others versus K.V. Ramana 
and others reported in AIR 2007 Supreme Court 1166. Their 
Lordship dealing with regularization of service of 
Respondent appointed as contract sweeper and attender 
in State Transport Corporation held their services cannot 
be regularized as their appointments were de hors rules 
and constitutional scheme of public employment. 
Considering evidence discussed above, I record my finding 
on Point No. 1 in Affirmative, in Point No.2- workman is 
not entitled to any relief. 

13. Turning to applicant’s application A/5/06, 
proceeding under Section 33-A, the applicant has not filed 
separate evidence. As per pleadings and evidence in 
R/l 86/01, services of workman were discontinued from 
16-12-2000. Reference was pending before this Tribunal. 
There is absolutely of evidence how the service conditions 
of workman were changed. As such violation of Section 
33 of I.D. Act is not proved by evidence by the applicant. 
Therefore the action prayed by applicant under Section 
33-A of I.D.Act cannot be taken. For above reasons, I 
record my finding on Point No.l, 2 in Negative. 


14. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) Action of the management in Case No. R/186/01 is 
proper. 

(2) Workman is not entitled to any relief. 

(3) Application No. A/5/06 is rejected Parties to bear 
their own cost. 

15. Let the copies of the award be sent to the Government 
of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment as per rules. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

Rf fRRRt, 12 3RRR, 2014 
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[4. 12012/375/92-3Tl| 3TR (41-II)] 
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New Delhi, the 12th August, 2014 

S.O. 2253. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 51/93) 
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of Punjab National Bank, and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 
11/08/2014. 

[No. L-12012/375/92-IR (B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/51/93 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRI R.B. PATLE 

Shri Pushp Kumar Pathak, 

S/o Shri K.P.Pathak, 

Chhindwara Kareli, 

Distt. Seoni. .Workman 

Versus 

Regional Manager, 

Punjab National Bank, 

Shastri Bridge, 

Jabalpur. .Management 
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AWARD 

Passed on this 20th day of May, 2014 

1. As per letter dated 3-3-93 by the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under 
Section-10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-12012/ 
375/92-IRB-II. The dispute under reference relates to: 

“Whether the claim of Shri Pushp Kumar Pathak 
that he had worked for more than 240 days in 12 
consecutive months with the Punjab National Bank 
is correct and whether the action of the management 
of Punjab National Bank in terminating his services 
is justified? What relief, if any, is the workman Shri 
Pushp Kumar Pathak entitled to?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to 
the parties. 1st party workman submitted statement of claim 
at Page 4/1 to 4/3. Case of 1st party is that he was employed 
as full time peon at Kekda branch of the Punjab National 
Bank, Distt Seoni of Ilnd party on 29-9-89, he was 
continuously working till 4-11-91. His services were orally 
terminated by Branch Manager. That he was engaged 
against permanent vacancy of the peon. He was 
continuously working for above such period. That as per 
Para 508 of Sastry Award, he was deemed to be a 
probationer and is deemed to be confirmed workman as 
per Para 495 of the Sastry Award. He was not paid wages 
for full time employee instead he was paid Rs.7/- per day 
in violation of Bipartite Settlement, Clause 4.5(b). That 1st 
party workman was continuously working in the bank for 
a period of 519 days without break. However his signatures 
were obtained on vouchers in names of other persons. 
His services are terminated without notice, he was not 
paid retrenchment compensation, termination of his 
services amount to illegal retrenchment. On such ground, 
workman is claiming reinstatement. 

3. Ilnd party filed Written Statement/ rejoinder at Page 
7/1 to 7/3. Case of Ilnd party is that 1st party workman was 
not appointed against vacant post of peon. He was 
intermittently engaged as per exigencies. He was paid 
wages Rs.7/- per day. It was open for workman to return to 
duty on next date. Workman is not entitled to any relief. 
As he was engaged as casual employee workman had 
wrongly stated that he has passed HSSC Examination. 
Workman concealed his educational qualifications. He is 
not entitled to reinstatement. 

4. Considering pleadings on record, the points which 
arise for my consideration and determination are as under. 
My findings are recorded against each of them for the 
reasons as below:- 

(i) Whether the claim of Shri Pushp In Negative 
Kumar Pathak that he had worked 
for more than 240 days in 12 con¬ 
secutive months with the Punjab 
National Bank is correct? 


(ii) Whether the action of the manage- In Affirmative 

ment of Punjab National Bank in 

terminating his services is justified? 

(iii) If not, what relief the workman is Workman is 

entitled to?” not entitled 

to any relief. 

REASONS 

5. Though workman is challenging termination of his 
service for violation of Section 25-F of I.D.Act, that he 
was terminated without notice, retrenchment 
compensation was not paid to him, workman has not 
participated in the reference proceeding. He has failed to 
adduce evidence in support of his claim. Evidence of 
workman is closed on 7-11-2013. Evidence of management 
is closed on 16-5-2014. As both parties failed to participate 
and adduce evidence, the action of the management cannot 
be said illegal. Workman has failed to prove that he was 
continuously working for 240 days in 12 calendar months 
preceding his termination. Therefore I record my finding 
in Point No. 1 in Negative & Point No.2 in Affirmative. 

6. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The claim of Shri Pushp Kumar Pathak that he had 
worked for more than 240 days in 12 consecutive 
months with the Punjab National Bank is not correct 
and the action of the management of Punjab National 
Bank in terminating his services is proper. 

(2) Workman is not entitled to any relief as claimed by 
him. 

7. Let the copies of the award be sent to the Government 
of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment as per rules. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 
Rf fTRrft, 12 33W, 2014 

W.3TT. 2254.—3jyp|ch 3#rfWT, 1947 (1947 
RH 14) RRT 17 3RJRRJT 4' TRRTR StUddd % 
sfnr ^frcfe <£ ^ ttrs fTTDraf afn 4>44 >kT 

3lWlPlcb 3#RRH/?IR ^TFTKR ^ W (71^4 R. 

19/99) Rif ycblDdd RRcft t Rl ^#4 11/08/2014 

^1 TRT 133T ani 

[R. "tTeT—12012/6/98—3TT^3TR: (Rt-II)] 
Tfa 3R3RFT 3#[R7Rt 

New Delhi, the 12th August, 2014 
S.O. 2254. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 19/99) 
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of Oriental Bankof Commerce 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government 
on 11/08/2014. 

[No. L-12012/6/98-IR (B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/19/99 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRIR. B. PATLE 

General Secretary, 

Daily Wages Bank Employees Association, 

9, Sanwer Road, Ujjain .Workman/Union 

Versus 

The Chairman-cum-Managing Director, 

Oriental Bank of Commerce, 

Head office. 

Harsh Bhawan, Cannaught Place, 

New Delhi. .Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 18th day of July, 2014 

1. As per letter dated 4-12-98 by the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under 
Section lOofl.D.Act, 1947asperNotificationNo.L-12012/ 
6/98/IR(B-II). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“Whether the action of the management of Oriental 
Bank of Commerce in not regularizing the services 
of Shri Sitaram Shyamsundar Sharma is legal and 
justified? If not, to what relief the said workman is 
entitled?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to 
the parties. 1st party workman submitted statement of 
claim at page 4/1 to 4/3. Case of 1st party workman is that 
he was engaged on daily wages by Branch manager Poddar 
in Mhow branch. He was doing work of cleaning, 
sweeping, dusting in the branch. He was continuously 
working till 31-12-90. He was paid Rs.200/- per month. His 
signatures were obtained on stamp paper. He was working 
more than 8 hours. When workman asked for payment of 
bonus, his services were terminated without notice. He 
was not paid any compensation. It is further submitted 
that he completed 240 days continuous service. He is 
covered as employee under section 25(B) of I.D.Act. 
principles of last come first go was not followed by the 
management. The services were terminated during 
pendency of conciliation proceedings. On such ground, 
workman is praying for his reinstatement with 
consequential benefits. 

3. Ilnd party filed written statement at Page 6/1 to 6/3. 
Ilnd party raised preliminary objection that workman raised 
dispute after 7 years is not tenable. The dispute under 
Section 2 is not existing. The recruitment cell are made as 
per rules framed by Govt. The name of workman was not 
sponsored through Employment Exchange. The Bank 


Manager had no power to appoint. Workman was not 
appointed on regular post. It is denied that workman was 
working from 10.30 AM to 6 PM. Workman was engaged 
as per exigencies of work for work of gardner and other 
cleaning work, workman has not completed 240 days 
service during any of the year. There was no question of 
issuing notice. As workman was engaged for petty works. 
Violation of Section 25-G, H, N is denied. Ilnd party prayed 
for rejection of claim. 1st party submitted rejoinder at Page 
9/1 to 9/3 reiterating contentions in statement of claim. It 
is denied that workman was engaged for casual petty 
works. It is denied that he has not completed 240 days 
continuous service. 

4. Considering pleadings on record, the points which 
arise for my consideration and determination are as under. 
My findings are recorded against each of them for the 
reasons as below:- 

(i) Whether the action of the manage- In Affirmative 
ment of Oriental Bank of Commerce 

in not regularizing the services of 
Shri Sitaram Shyamsundar 
Sharma is legal and justified? 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is As per final 

entitled to?” order. 

REASONS 

5. Terms of reference pertains to management of 
Oriental bank of Commerce not regularising services of 
workman whereas the pleadings in statement of claim filed 
by workman pertains to illegal termination of service of 
the workman in violation of Section 25-F, G of I.D.Act. 
Thus the pleadings in statement of claim are beyond terms 
of reference. 

6. Workman filed affidavit of his evidence stating that 
he was continuously working with Ilnd party bank from 
1985 to 1990. When he claimed bonus, his services were 
terminated without notice. He was not paid compensation. 
In his cross-examination, workman says the Bank is located 
at intervening 2-3 squares from his home. Written order 
was not given to him about his work. Appointment letter 
was not given to him. Wages were paid under voucher. 
The voucher was prepared in his name. He was signing 
attendance register. He was doing the work of distribution 
of dak, he worked from 1985 to 1990. He has not abandoned 
his service. During 1985 to 1990, he was not discontinued. 
After discontinuing him the Bank engaged one Akash in 
his place. However any documentary evidence is not 
produced on record. 

7. Management’s witness Shri Poddar filed affidavit 
of evidence but not faced cross-examination. 
Management’s witness Shri Vijay Kumar Biyani. In his 
affidavit of evidence has denied that workman was paid 
Rs. 200/- per month. It is denied that workman was engaged 
as labour. Management’s witness says workman was 
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engaged as casual labour for watering the garden. In his 
cross-examination, management’s witness says that during 
his tenure, workman was not in employment. Workman 
was in employment prior to his posting in the branch. 
Workman was paid wages under voucher by Branch 
Manager. Management’s witness claims ignorance about 
his appeal in Labour Court. He has not enquired from his 
predecessors. Attendance register is not maintained. 
Workman was not paid compensation, bonus. 

8. Management’s witness Dinesh Kumar Bhatta in his 
affidavit of evidence says workman was never appointed 
in Bank. He was engaged as casual maali. Petty work was 
done by workman. In his cross-examination management’s 
witness says name of workman was not sponsored through 
Employment Exchange. Workman was not called for 
interview. Any interview call was not given to him. 
Workman was working from 1985 to 1990. The pleadings 
and evidence of workman pertains to illegal termination 
of his service whereas terms of reference pertains to non- 
regularisation of workman in service by management. 
Though the termination of workman appears in 
contravention of Section 25-F of I.D.Act, said point is not 
referred for adjudication. Evidence on record shows 
workman was not appointed following recruitment rules. 
His name was not sponsored through Employment 
Exchange. Therefore the claim of workman as per terms of 
reference cannot be allowed. 

9. Learned counsel for Ilnd party Shri R.N. Roy argues 
that appointment of workman was not legal relying ratio 
held in case of 

Secretary, State of Karnataka and others versus 
Umadevi and others reported in 2006(4) SCC-I. Learned 
counsel prays that award be passed in favour of the 
management. In para-45, their lordship observed while 
directing that appointments, temporary or casual, be 
regularized or made permanent, the courts are swayed by 
the fact that the person concerned has worked for sometime 
and in some cases for a considerable length of time. It is 
not as if the person who accepts an engagement either 
temporary or casual in nature, is not aware of the nature of 
his employment. He accepts the employment with open 
eyes. It may be true that he is not in a position to bargain 
- not at arms length. Since he might have been searching 
for some employment so as to eke out his livelihood and 
accepts whatever he gets. But on that ground alone, it 
would not be appropriate to jettison the constitutional 
scheme of appointment and to take the view that a person 
who has temporarily or casually got employed should be 
directed to be continued permanently. 

In Para-43 of the judgment, their Lordship observed 
similarly a temporary employee could not claim to be made 
permanent on expiry of his term of appointment. It has 
also to be clarified that merely because a temporary 
employee or a casual wage worker is continued for a time 


beyond the terms of appointment, he would not be entitled 
to be absorbed in regular service or made permanent, 
merely on the strength of such continuance, if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process of 
selection as envisaged by the relevant rules. It is not open 
to the court to prevent regular appointment at the instance 
of temporary employees whose period of employment has 
come to an end or of ad hoc employees who by the very 
nature of their appointment, donot acquire any right.” 

For reasons discussed above, I record my finding in 
Point No. 1 in Affirmative. 

10. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The action of the management of Oriental Bank of 
Commerce in not regularizing the services of Shri 
Sitaram Shyamsundar Sharma is legal and proper. 

(2) Workman is not entitled to relief claimed by him. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 
12 3}W, 2014 

W.3TT. 2255.— 3thylP|cb fRRTR 3#m, 1947 (1947 
Rl 14) R( RK1 17 R 3RJPTCR R 7RRR ^R 3#R 

ffeRl R 3RRRI5T R BR5 fRRfRRf 3TR r4rkT ^ 

3RJRR 3 3jk)PlR fRRR 4 pprRK 3||^llPlR 

3#[RRRt/?ET ^RRTRTR, R1RJ7 R RR1R (wf R. 11/2003) 
Rf yRlfidd RRRj t Rf RRRR Rl 11/08/2014 RTf WR 

fRT RT| 

[R. RR-12011/8/2003-3TT^3TR (R(-II)] 

TfR ^RTR, 3RJRRT 3#[RRj 

New Delhi, the 12th August, 2014 

S.O. 2255. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 11/2003) 
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Kanpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of Bank of India and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 
11/08/2014. 

[No. L-12011/8/2003-IR (B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SRI RAM PARKASH, HJS, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, KANPUR 

Industrial Dispute 11 of 2003 
Between - 

Zonal Manager, 

Bank of India, Virendra Smriti Complex, 

Civil Lines Kanpur, 
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And 

The Assistant General Secretary, 

U.P. Bank Employees Union, 

426, W-2 Basant Vihar, 

Kanpur-208021. 

AWARD 

1. Central Government MOL, New Delhi vide 
notification No.L-12011/08/2003-IR(B-II) dated 16.4.2003 
has referred the following dispute for adjudication to this 
tribunal- 

2. Whether the action of the management of Bank of 
India, Kanpur, in dismissing Sri Daulat Singh, daily rated 
peon/temporary workman from service with effect from 
31.08.2001 is legal and justified? If not what relief the 
concerned workman is entitled to? 

3. Brief facts are- 

4. It is alleged by the claimant that he was engaged as 
a temporary cepoy with effect from 14.09.92 by the opposite 
party and was required to perform all the duties of a regular 
cepoy. He was initially paid Rs. 20 per day was enhanced 
to Rs. 40 per day. It is stated that at that branch of the 
bank there was only one daftary and there was no cepoy 
at that branch as such there was a vacant post of cepoy at 
Ganjmooradabad Branch of the bank and that he 
continuously worked at the said branch from 14.09.92 to 
05.01.98, when his services were abruptly terminated by 
the bank. Thereafter he continued to approach the manager 
of the branch after his termination, consequently he was 
offered employment as temporary safai karamchari at 
Roorisadikpur Branch of the bank with effect from 28.05.98. 
When the union raised a dispute before the ALC soon 
thereafter the bank terminated the services of the workman 
on 31.08.01. 

5. It is also alleged by the workman that he had worked 
for more than 240 days of continuous work preceding 12 
calendar months from the date of his termination and that 
the bank at the time of terminating his service has neither 
offered him any retrenchment compensation, notice pay 
or pay in lieu of notice, therefore, the action of the bank in 
retrenching the services of the workman is bad in law and 
he is entitled for his reinstatement with full back wages, 
continuity of service with all consequential benefits. 

6. The opposite party bank has filed their reply refuting 
entire claim of the workman on the ground that there never 
existed any relationship of master and servant between 
the bank and the claimant and if at he was engaged by the 
manager of the bank he might have been engaged as a 
daily rated workman according to need of the branch and 
that he was never paid his wages as that of a regular 
employee. Lastly it is alleged by the bank that as there 
never existed any relationship of master and servant 
between the workman and the bank, therefore, compliance 
of the provisions of the Industrial Disputes in the case of 


the claimant was not warranted. As such it has been 
claimed by the opposite party that the claim of the workman 
is absolutely false and baseless and he is not entitled for 
any relief and his claim should be rejected out rightly. 

7. Heard the arguments at length and perused the file. 

8. Complainant has adduced himself as a witness 
W.W. 1. He has filed three papers i.e. paper no. 12/2-4. I 
have examined the genuineness of these papers along 
with the statement of W.W.l coupled with evidence of 
opposite party M.W.l and 2. 

9. These papers are photocopies, not admissible in 
evidence. 

10. Workman has totally failed to prove paper no. 12/2 
also which alleged to have been written by one person 
named as RN. Kureel who was working at that time in the 
bank, but the workman did not produce Shri P.N. Kureel 
though he had remained present on one or two occasion 
in the court. It was the duty of the workman to produce 
said Kureel if he was a relevant witness in the case. Why 
was he not produced the reason is known to the workman. 

11. W.W. 1 in his cross-examination admitted that there 
is no other document is available in the records of the 
bank like paper no. 12/2. Paper no. 12/3-4 does not bear 
any stamp of the bank and there is no signature of the 
workman. The claimant admitted in his cross that he 
himself has prepared these photocopies, therefore, there 
is no authenticity of these documents, and therefore, these 
documents cannot be relied upon. 

12. Workman admitted in his cross-examination that he 
was never issued any appointment nor he was ever 
subjected for regular selection by the bank. He also 
admitted that he has not filed any documents relating to 
the payments of his wages prepared by the bank in the 
name of his wages before this tribunal. 

13. I have examined the evidence adduced by the 
management. MW. 1 has specifically stated on oath that 
the workman has never worked against any regular post 
continuously for 240 days or more. Some work might 
have been taken casually by the branch manager according 
to the necessity. He was never transferred to Roorisadikpur 
branch of the bank. Paper no. 12/2-4 are the forged paper. 
They have also contended that though he was engaged 
for casual work for some time even then when the vacancies 
were advertised the workman was permitted in the test but 
since he was not found suitable he was not appointed. 
Witness going on to state that as the workman could not 
get his selection through regular selection therefore, he 
has adopted the present measure through the adjudication 
process for seeking his employment through back door 
entry in public employment. 

14. Therefore, after considering the facts, circumstances 
and legal position of the case, the tribunal has come at a 
conclusion that the workman has palpably failed to 
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establish the fact that he had completed for more than 240 
days of continuous work with the opposite party or there 
had remained any relationship of master and servant 
between the bank and workman. As such the claimant 
fails to prove his case and as such the reference is bound 
to be answered against the workman and in favour of the 
bank. 

15. Accordingly it is held that the workman is not entitled 
for any relief pursuant to the present reference order. 

RAM PARKASH, Presiding Officer 

fc#, 12 3RRR, 2014 

RR.3TT. 2256—+WlPl+ fRRIR 1947 (1947 

RR 14) r4 RRT 17 ^ 3E[RRR 4 7RRRT 3R)44r 4+ 
%. 4 RRRRR 4 4^5 pHdk+Y 44 +1 #R 

sfjrr 4-' 4k)Pi+ fRRK 4 444r trrrt 4k)Pi+ 
344+rji, +)d+di 44 rr (4r44. 24 / 2013 ) +4 y+iH/id 

RRcft t 4t 444 7RRRT RR 28/06/2014 +4 RPR f3}T RT| 

[4. RR-12011/65/201 l-anfsTR (4t-I)] 

TjRfR n+dul, 33 ^rft 344rr4 

New Delhi, the 12th August, 2014 

S.O. 2256. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 24/2013) 
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Kolkata as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of M/s. Axis Bank Ltd. and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 
28/06/2014. 

[No. L-12011/65/201 l-IR(B-I)] 
SUMATI SAKLANI, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
AT KOLKATA 

Reference No. 24 of 2013 

Parties: Employers in relation to the management of 
Axis Bank Limited 

AND 

Their workmen. 

Present : Justice DIPAK SAHA RAY, Presiding Officer 

Appearance: 

On behalf of the : Mr. S. Roy, Ld. Counsel for Axis 
Management Bank Ltd. 

Mr. S. K. Karmakar, Ld. Counsel 
for M/s. Security & Investigation 
Bureau. 


On behalf of the : Mr. S.H. Quader, Ld. Counsel. 
Workmen 

State : West Bengal Industry: Banking. 

Dated: 4th June, 2014 
AWARD 

By Order No.L-12011/65/201 l-IR(B-I) dated 
10.04.2013 the Government of India, Ministry of Labour in 
exercise of its powers under Section 10(1 )(d) and (2A) of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

“Whether the management of M/s. Security & 
Investigation Bureau, a contractor of Axis Bank Ltd. 
in denying the charter of demands submitted by the 
Union (as per Annexure-I) is legal/or justified? If 
not, what relief the workmen are entitled to?” 

2. When the case is taken up for hearing today, Ld. 
Counsel appearing on behalf of the management files copy 
of the order dated 10.04.2014 passed by the Hon’ble High 
Court, Calcutta in W.P. No. 28406(W) of 2013. It appears 
from the said order that the instant order of reference has 
been set aside by the Hon’ble High Court, Calcutta. 

3. In view of the above order of the Hon’ble High Court, 
present reference is dropped by passing an Award. 

Justice DIPAK SAHA RAY, Presiding Officer 

Dated, Kolkata, 

The 4th June, 2014. 

Rf f^RTt, 12 3RRR, 2014 

RR.3TT. 2257—4k)Pl+ fRRTR 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 
RR 14) +4 RRT 17 4 3RpRUT 4 444 7RRRT 4 

Rife 4+ 4 RRRRR 4 4^5 Pd 4 m+T 4r Rr4 +4+kT 4 
#R 3Pp444rf4R 4k)Pl + 4RTR44447RRRT 3lk)Pl+ 
344+rui, rt 4rr (4r4 4. 3 / 2009 ) y+iPdd rr# 
i 4 444 trrrt Rif 23 / 07/2014 rr wr fsn «ni 

[4. RRT- 12025/01/2014-3Jlf3TR (4-1)] 

JjrfR B+dldl, 3^RFT 3#p+Rt 

New Delhi, the 12th August, 2014 

S.O. 2257. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 03/2009) 
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 2, 
Mumbai as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of the Standard Charted Bank 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government 
on 23/07/2014. 

[No. L-l2025/01/2014-IR (B-I)] 
SUMATI SAKLANI, Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, MUMBAI 

PRESENT : K. B.KATAKE, Presiding Officer 

COMPLAINT NO. CGIT-2/3 of2009 

(Arising out of Ref.CGIT-2/29 of 2006 & 

Ref. CGIT-2/27 of2007) 

Mrs. Anupama Naik, 

B-202, Pascoal Square, 

Sunder Nagar, Kalina, 

Santacruz (E) 

Mumbai-400 098 .Complainant 

V/s. 

The Standard Chartered Bank, 

23/25, M.G. Road, Fort, 

Mumbai 400 001 .Opponent. 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Complainant: Mr. P. Gopalkrishnan, Advocate. 
For the Opponent : Mr. Ashok D. Shetty, Advocate. 
Mumbai, dated the 16th June, 2014 
AWARD 

This Complaint is filed under Section 33-A of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 hereinafter for brevity referred 
as I.D. Act. According to the complainant she was 
employee of the opposite party and was recruited on 
15/02/1988 as a Clerk. She served in the opposite party 
Bank till the date of her dismissal by the order dated 
17/05/2006. According to the complainant the opposite 
party issued her showcause notice as to why she should 
not be dismissed from employment for misconduct. The 
Complainant by her reply informed the Opposite party 
that they cannot dismiss her without any inquiry. 
Thereafter the opposite party issued a charge sheet dated 
28/08/2006 to her alleging to have committed misconduct. 
The Inquiry Officer was appointed. He commenced the 
inquiry on 06/10/2006 and concluded the same on 21/04/ 
2009. The delay was due to the opposite party and the 
inquiry officer appointed by it. The Inquiry Officer 
submitted his report. Copy thereof was served on the 
complainant and her explanation was called for. The 
complainant pointed out the biasness of the Inquiry 
Officer, omission and commission in decision making 
process and also pointed out perversity in his findings. 
However the opposite party did not consider the 
explanation of the complainant and accepted the report of 
the Inquiry Officer and dismissed the complainant from 
services with immediate effect. 

2. While dismissing the complainant from service, by 
order dated 14/10/2009 a reference of the union was pending 
before this Tribunal. The management neither obtained 


approval of the Tribunal/Labour Court for its action of 
dismissal nor followed the provisions of Section 33 of the 

I. D. Act. The said order of dismissal is illegal and not 
sustainable under law. Therefore complainant has filed 
this complaint and prays that the order of dismissal dated 
14/10/2009 be declared illegal, void and the same be 
quashed. Complainant also prays that the opposite party 
be directed to reinstate the complainant in the employment 
with immediate effect with full back wages and difference. 
The complainant also prays for cost. 

3. The Opposite party resisted the complaint vide its 
written statement at Ex-7. According to them the 
complainant is not ‘workman’. Therefore this complaint is 
not tenable. They further contended that the complainant 
was involved in a case of theft of credit card and she had 
withdrawn the amount from the opposite party Bank by 
using the stolen credit card. Therefore show cause notice 
was given to her and she was charge sheeted. The 
departmental inquiry was initiated against her. The Inquiry 
Officer held her guilty and after giving her hearing, the 
Disciplinary Authority dismissed the complainant from 
service. As complainant is not a ‘workman’ as defined 
under Section 2 (s) of I.D. Act, it was not necessary to pay 
her one month’s pay and approval of the Tribunal was 
also not necessary. Therefore they pray that the complaint 
be rejected. 

4. Following are the points for my determination. I 
record my findings thereon for the reasons to follow: 

Sr. Points Findings 

No. 

1. Whether the complainant is ‘workman’ No. 
as defined under Section 2 (s) of the 

I.D. Act.? 

2. If yes, Whether the opposite party No. 
is guilty of contravening provisions 

of Section 33 2 (b) of I.D. Act? 

3. If yes, what relief the complainant is As per 

entitled to? final order. 

REASONS 

5. In this respect the Id. adv. for the Opposite party 
submitted that the same type of complaint was filed by 
this complainant before the Hon’ble CGIT-1 and the 
Hon’ble Tribunal was pleased to reject the said complaint 
with observations that the complainant is not a ‘workman’. 
Therefore opposite party was not under obligation to apply 
for approval and to follow the procedure laid down under 
Section 33 2 (b) of I.D. Act. The said award came to be 
passed after the arguments in this case were heard. 
Therefore instead of rejecting the complaint on that ground, 
I would like to decide the same on merit. 
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Point nos.l to 3 :- 

6. In this respect Id. adv. for the complainant submitted 
that the management treated the complainant as a 
‘workman’. Inquiry was held against her for breach of 
provisions of Model Standing Orders and thereby treated 
the complainant as ‘workman’. Therefore Id. adv. 
submitted that, now the employer is estopped from 
denying the fact that employee is a ‘workman’. In support 
of his argument Id. adv. resorted to Bombay High Court 
ruling in Sarang V/s. Forge and Allied Industries Ltd., 
Thane &ors. 1995 I CLR 837 wherein the Hon’ble Court 
observed that; 

“If an employer continuously and consistently 
proposes and takes action against its employee on 
the footing that he is covered by Model Standing 
Orders, thereby implying that the employee is a 
‘workman’ within the meaning of the Act. Then such 
employer must be estopped from denying the said 
fact, when the dispute regarding the dismissal of 
the employee finally land up before the Industrial 
Adjudicator.” 

7. The same principle is reiterated by Hon’ble Bombay 
High Court in George Thomas Thakkeyil V/s. Science 
Technical Centre 2007II CLR 185 (2) Arvind Ramdas Vaike, 
Nagpur V/s. Ispat Industries Ltd. &Ors. 2008 (III) CLR 
1002 (Bom). 

8. The same ratio was also followed by Hon’ble 
Madras High Court in M. Ganesan V/s. Management of 
Tamil Nadu Electricity Board and Anr. 2009II CLR 406 

9. In this respect the Id. adv. for the Opposite party 
pointed out that, the opp. party never treated the 
complainant as a ‘workman’ On the other hand from the 
pleadings in the complaint it is clear that, when the 
complainant was arrested by Police in the case of theft of 
credit card, and for withdrawal of amount by using the 
stolen credit card, show cause notice was issued to the 
complainant as to why she should not be dismissed from 
the service for loss of confidence on commission of act of 
serious misconduct. It is pleaded by the complainant 
herself in para 5 of the complaint that she replied to the 
show cause notice that, she being a workman cannot be 
dismissed from employment for loss of confidence without 
conducting any inquiry. Thereafter by way of abundant 
precaution, the opp. party appointed Inquiry Officer and 
conducted the inquiry though it was not necessary. That 
does not mean that the opposite party was treating the 
complainant as workman. On the other hand they were 
treating the workman as an officer. Therefore after the 
theft case came into light straight away they had issued 
the notice as to why she should not be dismissed from 
services for loss of confidence. The inquiry was conducted 
as it was insisted by the complainant. It indicates that 
employer had never treated the complainant as a 
‘workman’. Therefore the above referred rulings are not 
attracted to the set of facts of the present case. 


10. In this respect the Id. adv. for the opposite party 
submitted that, the complainant has admitted in her cross 
at Ex-10 that, she was promoted as Officer in 2000. She 
further says that at the time of dismissal, her designation 
was Teller at Juhu Branch. She has also admitted that she 
has worked as Recovery Officer of credit card dues and 
her net pay after all deductions was Rs.31,399.66 ps. She 
has further stated that she is bound by Employees 
Discipline Policy of Standard Chartered Bank (India). She 
has further admitted that every year there was performance 
appraisal and she used to sign form for the officers. She 
had admitted her signatures on pages 488 to 495 of Ex-9 
and pages 488-489,491 and 495 at Ex-17 (colly). She has 
also admitted that her grade was 8-B when she was 
dismissed from service. In this respect the Id. adv. for the 
opposite party has submitted that complainant herself has 
admitted that she was promoted as an officer in the year 
2000 and worked as Recovery Officer and has also signed 
the performance appraisal form for officers. In the 
circumstances heavy burden is on the complainant to 
show that again she was reverted or she was working as 
‘workman’ at the time of dismissal from the service. 
According to him burden lies on the complainant to plead 
and prove that she was a ‘workman’. She has also not led 
any evidence to show that she was a ‘workman’ and 
performing duties as contemplated under Section 2 (s) of 
I.D. Act. The onus was on the complainant to prove that 
she was ‘workman’. In support of his argument the Id. 
adv for the opposite party resorted to Apex Court ruling in 
Mukesh K. Tripathi V/s. Sr. Divisional Manager, LIC & 
Ors. 2004 III CLR 534 wherein the Hon'ble Court on the 
point in para 37 observed that; 

“In case any person raises a contention that his 
status has been changed from apprentice to a 
workman, he must plead and prove the requisite 
facts. In absence of any pleading or proof that either 
by novation of the contract or by reason of the 
conduct of the parties, such a change has been 
brought about, an apprentice cannot be held to be 
workman.” 

11. Likewise the complainant who was promoted as an 
officer in the year 2000 cannot be said ‘workman’ unless 
there is pleading and proof in respect of the change of 
cadre from Officer to Clerk or Cashier. In short, the 
complainant is not a ‘workman’ as defined under Section 2 
(s) of the I.D. Act. 

12. In this respect it is the case of the opposite party 
that the complainant is not member of the union who is 
party to the reference pending before this Tribunal. Specific 
suggestion was put to the complainant in her cross 
examination at Ex-10 that she was not member of Grindlays 
Bank Employees Union. She has not produced any 
subscription receipt or list of members reflecting her name 
therein. She has not led any evidence to show that, either 
she was ‘workman’ or the member of the union concern. 
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Therefore I hold that approval for dismissal of the 
complainant is not necessary and the opposite party was 
not required to follow the procedure as contemplated 
under Section 33 2 (b) of the I. D. Act. Accordingly I 
decide this point no. 1 in the negative that the complainant 
is not a ‘workman’. Consequently I hold that as 
complainant is not ‘workman’, the opposite party cannot 
be held guilty of contravening provisions of Section 33 2 
(b) of I.D. Act. Thus I decide this point no. 2 also in the 
negative and proceed to pass the following order: 

ORDER 

The complaint stands dismissed with no order as to 

cost. 

Date: 16/06/2014 

K. B. KATAKE, Presiding Officer 
fwT, 12 3TW, 2014 

W.3TT. 2258.—4^p|cb fecTR 3#m, 1947 (1947 
14) ?TRI 17 ^ 3RJWT 

sk/NK ^ WETD ^ Wg: Ih<4|^=bT sffc 4>4 <*>kY ^ 

3Rpr Yf fYfRR 3iklPl<h f^TT 3^#4 TOK Pl^h 

3TfsERUT, fwt ^ W (wl R. 8/2013) rY wfw 
wt t # ^#4 WTTT rY 30/07/2014 rY TRT f 3TT S4TI 

[R. RET-12011/66/2012-3TT|3TR («Y-I)] 

7RT% 3RpFT 3#ET7Rt 

New Delhi, the 12th August, 2014 

S.O. 2258. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 8/2013) 
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, No. 
2, Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of State Bank of Hyderabad and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 
30/07/2014. 

[No. L-12011/66/2012-IR (B-I)] 
SUMATI SAKLANI, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 
KARKARDOOMA, DEI,HI 110 032 

Present : Shri Harbansh Kumar Saxena 
ID No. 8/13 
Sh. Sanjay Singh, 

General Secretary, 

Delhi Offices & Establishment Employees Union, 
BTRBhawan, 13-A, 

Rouse Avenue, ND-110002 

Versus 

State Bank of Hyderabad. 


No DISPUTE AWARD 

The Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
vide notification No L-1201 l/66/2012-IR(B-I)) dated 
23.01.2013 referred the following industrial Dispute to this 
tribunal for adjudication 

“Whether the employment of Shri. Sanjay Singh can 

be regularized with the State Bank of Hyderabad 

w.e.f. 25.03.2011 ? If yes, what other relief the workman 

is entitle to?” 

On 05.02.2013 reference was received in this tribunal. 
Which was register as I.D No. 08/13 and claimant was 
called upon to file claim statement with in fifteen days 
from date of service of notice. Which was required to be 
accompanied with relevant documents and list of 
witnesses. 

Workman on 22.02.2014 moved an application for 
withdrawal of Industrial Dispute. Application of withdrawal 
has been moved by his Ld. A/R for the workman. Who 
appeared and pressed that the No Dispute Award be 
passed in the instant case. None to oppose on this count. 

In these circumstances it is a fit case in which no 
dispute award may be passed. 

Reference is accordingly decided. 

No. Dispute Award is accordingly passed. 

Dated: 22/07/2014 

HARBANSH KUMAR SAXENA, Presiding Officer 
12 3TW, 2014 

W.3TT. 2259.—3)kllP|cb fqRR 3#m, 1947 (1947 
RTT 14) rY SfKT 17 ^ 3TRWT ^ WTTT f^TRjr 

WJ7 8f[#q TTFTWT 'qREERf RT R5T5 [ndN^T 3^7 

ttY) rrYtto rt snjYsr 4-' fYfe 3ik)Pi<b 3 
wn siklPicb w (ttt4 

WIT 21/96) rY wfYm wl t ^Pt wte rY 
16/07/2014 rY WR 13TT 8TTI 

[4. R7T-12012/104/95-3Tlf37R (4t-I)] 
TRlfY Bobdldl, 3Rp7FT 3#EFE[ 
New Delhi, the 12th August, 2014 

S.O. 2259. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 21/96) 
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of Bilaspur Raipur Kshetriya 
Gramin Bank and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 16/07/2014. 

[No. L-12012/104/95-1R (B-I)] 
SUMATI SAKLANI, Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/21/96 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRI R.B.PATLE 

Shri Dharmu Ram Yadav, 

S/o Budhram Yadav, 

Gram Khati, Tehsil Mahasamund, 

Distt. Raipur (MP) .Workman 

Versus 

Chairman, 

Bilaspur Raipur Kshetriya Gramin Bank, 

Dayalbandh, 

Distt. Bilaspur .Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 16th day of June 2014 

1. As per letter dated 5-1-96 by the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under 
Section-10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-12012/ 
104/95-IR(B-I). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“Whether the action of the management of Bilaspur 
Raipur Kshetriya Gramin Bank in relation to their 
Khatti Branch in terminating the services of Shri 
Dharmu Yadav S/o Shri Budhram Yadav, Messenger 
w.e.f. 10-4-94 is justified? If not, to what relief the 
concerned workman is entitled to?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to 
the parties. 1st party workman submitted statement of claim 
at page 3/1 to 3/3. Case of workman is that he was 
continuously working as messenger from 5-5-88 till 
termination of his services on 10-4-94 in Ilnd party Bank. 
That his services were terminated without notice. Workman 
submits that he was doing work of cleaning branch office, 
filling water, filling vouchers, ledgers etc. supplying tea, 
drinking water to the staff members. His services were 
terminated without notice. There was no reason for 
termination of his services. Termination of his service was 
held illegal. Because of termination he and his family 
members are left for starvation. On such ground, workman 
prays for his reinstatement with consequential benefits. 

3. Ilnd party filed Written Statement at Page 5/1 to 5/3. 
The claim of workman is denied. It is submitted that Ilnd 
party Bank is established as per act of 1976 for Banking 
facilities in rural areas. The circular issued by Finance 
Department of Govt, of India dated 28-5-81 prohibiting 
appointment for regular messengers. Said circular also 
provided for engagement of temporary daily wage 
employees as per existence. The wages were paid on hourly 


basis. That the 1st party workman was temporarily engaged 
for 4 hours as per exigencies. Workman was not 
continuously working from 1988 to 1994. He had not 
completed 240 days continuous service during any of the 
calendar year. As workman was not appointed as 
messenger, there was no question of his termination. 
Workman was engaged on part time basis. On such ground, 
Ilnd party prays for rejection of claim. 

4. 1st party workman filed rejoinder at Page 10/1 to 10/3 
reiterating his contentions in statement of claim that he 
was working from 1988 to 1994. For sometime branch was 
transferred to Mahasamund. That Ilnd party had admitted 
before ALC that workman was maintaining passbook, 
register, index register etc. It shows that workman was 
continuously working for whole day. Workman was also 
deputed to head office, Bilaspur at a distance of 200 kms. 
It shows that he was working more than 4 hours in a day. 

5. Ilnd party management filed additional reply at Page 
13/1 to 13/10 reiterating its contentions in Written 
Statement that workman had not completed 240 days 
continuous service. The discontinuation of workman is 
covered under Section 2(oo)(bb) of I.D.Act. Branch 
Manager had no authority to appoint subordinate staff. 
That in 1988, Ilnd party appointed 77 daily rated employees 
as messenger. Out of them, 31 employees were full time 
and 46 were part time employees. The management had 
sought sanction of 59 post of part time messengers to be 
selected. That employees who had completed 240 days 
working in a calendar year were given appointment. 
Workman was paid wages for his working days. That 
workman had worked only for 74 days during calendar 
year preceding the date of his non-engagement. He is not 
covered as employee under Section 25 B of I.D.Act. On 
such grounds, Ilnd party prays for rejection of claim. 

6. Considering pleadings on record, the points which 
arise for my consideration and determination are as under. 
My findings are recorded against each of them for the 
reasons as below:- 

(i) Whether the action of the manage¬ 
ment of Bilaspur Raipur Kshetriya 
Gramin Bank in relation to their 
Khatti Branch in terminating the 
services of Shri Dharmu Yadav S/o 
Shri Budhram Yadav, Messenger 
w.e.f. 10-4-94 is justified? 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is 
entitled to?” 

REASONS 

7. 1st party workman is challenging legality of 
termination from service alleging violation of Section 25-F 
of I.D.Act. Workman has stated that he was working as 
messenger in Ilnd party Bank in Khatti branch, Bilaspur 
till 10-4-94. He was doing work of filling drinking water, 


In Negative 


As per final 
order. 
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bringing tea, dusting bank premises and other work. He 
was working during office hours, his services were 
terminated without notice. He was continuously working. 
He had worked more than 240 days in every calendar year. 
In his cross-examination workman says he was engaged 
on daily wages. He was doing cleaning work, fetching 
drinking water. Appointment order in writing was not given 
to him. After 9-4-94, he was not engaged on work. He was 
paid wages under receipts. He received education upto 
12th standard. He was engaged in Bank form 5-5-88. He 
denies that he had worked only for 75 days in 1988. That it 
is not written in his affidavit of evidence that he was 
working from 1988 to 9-4-94. He denies that he worked for 
74 days from 1 -1 -84 to 8-8-88. He was paid wages Rs.221/- 
per day. He claims ignorance whether Branch Manager 
has power to appoint the employees. Management’s 
witness Anup Kumar in his affidavit of evidence has stated 
that as per circulars issued by Govt, of India, employees 
were engaged for cleaning, sweeping work. . Employees 
are not appointed against sanctioned post. Thus sweepers 
and messengers are appointed calling names from 
Employment Exchange etc. The affidavit of evidence of 
management’s witness is silent about the number of days 
workman was engaged by the Bank. In his cross- 
examination Anup Kumar witness of management says he 
was working in Khatti branch in 1993-94. He was not 
working in 1988. He was unable to tell workman was 
working in said branch since 1988. The management’s 
witness further says that workman was working as part 
time employee on daily wages. He had not brought record 
about his working. Original working vouchers were 
brought by him. The witness of the management was 
unable to tell working hours of workman. He claims 
ignorance whether working of workman cleaning of 
premises, serving drinking water was admitted before ALC. 
From evidence in cross-examination of witness of 
management, it is clear that he has no personal knowledge, 
he has not brought record about working hours and days 
related to the workman. Witness of management has stated 
that retrenchment compensation was not paid to the 
workman. He was not served with notice. 

8. Management’s witness Shri A.K.Dixit has stated in 
his affidavit of evidence that the part time employees were 
engaged for cleaning etc. work for 4 hours per day. 
Workman had worked 75 days during May 88 to August 
88. Details of working days of workman from May 88 to 
1994 is furnished. However the witness of management 
did not remain present for his cross-examination. His 
evidence cannot be considered. Thus the evidence of 1st 
party workman is direct evidence of his working whereas 
witness of management has no personal knowledge. He 
has not produced documents about working of workman. 
Question is whether the evidence of workman should be 
rejected in reference of evidence of management’s witness. 
In my considered view, it should be answered in favour of 


workman. Considering evidence of workman, it is proved 
that workman was continuously working from 1988 to 1994. 
His services are terminated without notice. He is not paid 
retrenchment compensation. Therefore termination of his 
service is illegal. For above reasons, I record my finding in 
Point No.1 in Negative. 

9. Point No.2- In view of my finding in Point No.l, 
workman was continuously working from 1988 to 1994. 
His services are terminated without notice. Workman was 
not selected following recruitment process. He was 
engaged on daily wages. Appointment letter was not given 
to him. Considering nature of employment, workman 
cannot be reinstated. In my considered view, reasonable 
compensation would be appropriate in the matter. For 
violation of Section 25-F of I.D.Act, termination is illegal. 
Considering length of service from 1988 to 1994, 
compensation Rs. 1 Lakh would be proper and reasonable. 
Accordingly I record my finding in Point No.2. 

10. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The action of the management of Bilaspur Raipur 
Kshetriya Gramin Bank in relation to their Khatti 
Branch in terminating the services of Shri Dharmu 
Yadav S/o Shri Budhram Yadav, Messenger w.e.f. 
10-4-94 is not legal. 

(2) Ilnd party is directed to pay compensation Rs. 1 
Lakh to the workman within 30 days from date of 
publication of award. 

Amount as per above order shall be paid to workman 
within 30 days from the date of notification of award. In 
case of default, amount shall carry 9 % interest per annum 
from the date of award till its realization. 

11. Let the copies of the award be sent to the Government 
of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment as per rules. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

12 31W, 2014 

eRT.3Tr. 2260.—3lklR|cb fellT 3#rfwr, 1947 (1947 
^1 14) ^ PITT 17 ^ SFpTGT if Wto 733 

W, TRtRk k TPTS fH4Mcbf 3TR <=b4=bKT W 

^ W (tM 71. 177/2000) PH wfw 
PPrft t, 7TT TT73H7 pit 16/07/2014 Pit W7T |[31T 8TTI 

[71. Tpf-12012/207/2000-311^3117 («ft-I)] 

TJPflT BobdMl, SPjqFl 3#R7R[ 

New Delhi, the 12th August, 2014 

S.O. 2260. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 177/ 
2000) of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
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Lucknow as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of State Bank of India 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government 
on 16/07/2014. 

[No. L-12012/207/2000-IR (B-I)] 
SUMATI SAKLANI, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
-CUM- LABOUR COURT LUCKNOW 

PRESENT : Dr. MANJU NIGAM, Presiding Officer 

I.D. No. 177/2000 

Ref. No. L-12012/207/2000-IR(B-I) dated: 31.10.2000 
BETWEEN 

The Dy. General Secretary 

State Bank of India Staff Association, 

C/o State Bank of India, 

148, Civil Lines, 

Bareilly (U.P.)-243 001, 

(Espousing cause of Shri Dinesh Babu) 

AND 

The Dy. General Manager 
State Bank of India 
Zonal Office, 148 Civil Lines 
Bareilly (U.P.) 

AWARD 

1. By order No. L-12012/207/2000-IR(B-I) dated: 
31.10.2000 the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi in exercise of powers conferred by 
clause (d) of sub section (1) and sub section (2A) of Section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) referred 
this industrial dispute between the Dy. General Secretary, 
State Bank of India Staff Association, C/o State Bank of 
India, 148, Civil Lines, Bareilly (U.P.) and the Dy. General 
Manager, State Bank of India, Zonal Office, 148 Civil Lines, 
Bareilly (U.P.) for adjudication. 

2. The reference under adjudication is: 

“WHETHER THE ACTION OF THE 
MANAGEMENT OF STATE BANK OF INDIA, 
BAREILLY IN RELATING TO DENIAL OF 
APPOINTMENT TO SHRI DINESH BABU SON OF 
SHRI SAHIB SINGH EX-RECORD KEEPER ON 
COMPASSIONATE GROUND AS PER THE 
CONDITIONS LAID DOWN BY HIM IN HIS 
REPRESENTATION FOR VOLUNTARY 
RETIREMENT IS JUST, FAIR AND LEGAL? IF NOT, 
WHAT RELIEF HE IS ENTITLED TO AND FROM 
WHAT DATE?” 


3. The case of the workman’s association is that one 
Shri Sahib Singh, Record Keeper of the State Bank of India, 
Badaun Branch a member of the State Bank of India Staff 
Association, Bareilly Module, sought conditional 
voluntary retirement, on medical ground, with condition 
that his son may be appointed in his place. It is submitted 
that the bank vide their letter dated 07.10.1996 acceded to 
his request and mentioned that he will be treated retired 
w.e.f. 13.09.96. It is also stated that regarding appointment 
of his son, the bank required recommendations on 
prescribed format after obtaining a fresh request from Shri 
Sahib Singh in accordance with the provisions of the 
Scheme; and accordingly, the representation was moved. 
Shri Sahib Singh died during the course of correspondence 
with the bank on 27.1.1996; but the bank has not given 
compassionate appointment to the son of Shri Sahib Singh 
viz. Dinesh Babu. Accordingly, it has been prayed by the 
association that the son of deceased employee be given 
compassionate appointment in accordance with the 
conditional voluntary retirement application of Shri Sahib 
Singh. 

4. The management of the State Bank of India has filed 
its written statement; whereby it has denied the claim of 
the staff association with submission that the claimant, 
Dinesh Babu is not a member of the staff association, 
therefore, the association has no locus standi to raise the 
present industrial dispute. It has been further submitted 
that Dinesh Babu was never employed in the Bank, 
therefore, there exists no dispute under the provisions of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. It is specifically denied by 
the Bank that the voluntary retirement of Shri Sahib Singh 
was conditional, and the condition was on the appointment 
of I son Dinesh Babu. The bank has pleaded that Shri 
Sahib Singh’s application for voluntary retirement was 
accepted by the Management on recommendations of the 
Medical Board and he was retired w.e.f. 13.09.96. As regards 
giving appointment to his son in his place, the competent 
authority vide its letter date 17.10.96 directed the Deputy 
General Manager, SBI, Zonal Office, Bareilly, to submit his 
recommendations on the prescribed form after obtaining 
his fresh request from him in accordance with the 
provisions of the scheme. It is submitted by the Bank that 
the widow of late Sahib Singh does not require any support 
from any of her sons as she is getting family pension of 
Rs. 5790/- per months and living in her own house and 
received more than Rs. 2,00,000/- as terminal benefits. 
Thus, there was no pecuniary need for the family left behind 
by late Sahib Singh. It is also submitted by the bank that 
under scheme for compassionate appointment the 
application on prescribed proforma for appointment on 
compassionate ground should be ordinarily received 
immediately on the retirement of an employee and should 
in no case be entertained after 60 days of the date of 
retirement of services of an employee. But in the present 
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case the claimant, Dinesh Babu did not prefer any 
application within the prescribed period of 60 days from 
the date of retirement of Shri Sahab Singh i.e. 13.09.96; 
and accordingly, the compassionate appointment to his 
son, Dinesh Babu was denied by the Bank. Accordingly, 
the Bank has prayed that the claim of the staff association 
be rejected being devoid of any merit. 

5. The staff association has filed its rejoinder wherein 
it has submitted that it espoused the cause of Dinesh 
Babu s/o late Shri Sahib Singh after taking a resolution in 
the meeting of Association. It is also submitted that the 
present dispute has been raised by the Association on 
behalf of the claimant against the non-consideration of 
representation submitted by Shri Saheb Singh for his 
voluntary retirement; hence, it is an industrial dispute 
within the terms of industrial Disputes Act, 1947. It is 
also submitted that application for compassionate 
appointment was moved during the life of Shri Sahib Singh 
and when the bank required the same in prescribed 
proforma, another application in prescribed proforma was 
moved by the claimant within 60 days after the date of late 
Sahib Singh. 

6. The partied filed documentary evidence in support 
of their claim. The workman examined himself whereas the 
management examined Shri Surendera Kumar, Manager in 
support of their respective stands. Parties availed the 
opportunity to cross-examine the witnesses of each other 
and forwarded oral arguments also. 

7. Heard the authorized representative of the parties 
and perused entire evidence on record. 

8. The authorized representative of the staff 
association has contended that there is scheme for 
compassionate appointment, contained in Chapter No. VII 
of Hand Book of Staff Matters. It is contended that on 
demise of Shri Sahib Singh who had taken voluntary 
retirement on the medical grounds with condition that his 
son be appointed in his place, the bank denied 
compassionate appointment to his son, Dinesh Babu. 

9. In rebuttal, the authorized representative has 
contended that the claim was never employed by the Bank. 
The claimant, Dinesh Babu is not a member of State Bank 
of India Staff Association, as such, the staff association 
has got no locus standi to raise any industrial dispute. 
Also, there exist no industrial dispute between the bank 
and the claimant. The management has contended that 
the claimant was required to apply for compassionate 
appointment, on prescribed proforma within 60 days from 
the date of retirement of Shri Sahib Singh; but he failed to 
do so. It is also argued that the only ground which can 
justify compassionate appointment is the penurious 
condition of the deceased’s family and offering 
employment irrespective of the financial condition of the 


family is, legally not permissible. It was contended that 
the widow of late Shri Sahib Singh is not finically 
dependent upon any one hence there is no need to give 
compassionate appointment to any one of his dependent. 

10. I have scanned evidence relied on by the parties in 
light of rival submissions. 

11. The Bank has come up with objection that since the 
claimant, Dinesh Babu is neither an employee of the Bank 
nor a member of the Staff Association therefore, there exists 
no industrial dispute between the Bank and the claimant 
and also the Association has no locus standi to agitate 
the present matter. 

Admittedly, the father of the claimant viz. Late Shri 
Sahib Singh was the employee of the Bank and was member 
of the Staff Association; and on his sudden demise, the 
Staff Association has moved a resolution to contest the 
case of the claimant regarding compassionate appointment. 
The bank while disputing the locus standi of the 
Association has not disputed the resolution passed to 
extend legal assistance to the family of its ex-member, 
therefore, the action initiated by a recognized trade union 
consequent to a resolution passed by its members cannot 
be held to be invalid in absence of any material proof. 

12. The first part of the schedule of reference carries a 
question as to whether the issue of compassionate 
appointment can be treated as Industrial Dispute under 
I.D. Act, 1947. The section 2 (k) of the Act defines the term 
‘industrial dispute’ as under: 

“(k) “industrial dispute” means any dispute or 
difference between employers and employers, or 
between employers and workmen, or between 
workmen and workmen, which connected with the 
employment or non-employment or the terms of 
employment or with the conditions of labour, of any 
person;” 

A bare perusal of the above definition makes it clear 
that any dispute or difference between the employers and 
workmen regarding non-employment is covered with the 
term industrial dispute. In the present case the dispute 
exists between the staff association regarding non¬ 
employment of the claimant i.e. not giving compassionate 
appointment to the claimant whose cause is being 
espoused by the staff association. Therefore, in my 
opinion the same comes with the purview of ‘industrial 
dispute’ within the meaning of industrial dispute under 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

13. Now coming to the merits of the case, the 
management has taken plea that the voluntary retirement 
of the late Shri Sahib Singh was not with the condition 
that his son shall be appointed in his place; rather the 
competent authority vide its letter date 17.10.96 directed 
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the Deputy General Manager, SBI, Zonal Office, Bareilly, 
to submit his recommendations on the prescribed form 
after obtaining his fresh request from him in accordance 
with the provisions of the scheme. It is also the case of 
the bank that under scheme for compassionate 
appointment the application on prescribed proforma for 
appointment on compassionate ground should be 
ordinarily received immediately on the retirement of an 
employee and should in no case be entertained after 60 
days of the date of retirement of services of an employee. 
But in the present case the claimant, Dinesh Babu did not 
prefer any application within the prescribed period of 60 
days from the date of retirement of Shri Sahab Singh i.e. 
13.09.96. It is also the case of the management that the 
widow of late Sahib Singh does not require any support 
from any of her sons as she is getting family pension of 
Rs. 5790/- per months and living in her own house and 
received more than Rs. 2,00,000/- as terminal benefits. 

In rebuttal, the staff association has come up with 
the case that the application for voluntary retirement was 
conditional one and on acceptance of the application for 
voluntary retirement the son of Shri Sahib Singh was 
required to get appointed on compassionate grounds. It 
is also their case that the pecuniary benefits made available 
to the widow of late Shri Sahib Singh were insufficient to 
meet the requirements and also that the application 
regarding compassionate appointment, in prescribed 
proforma was moved within 60 days from the death of 
Sahib Singh. 

14. Admittedly, Shri Sahib Singh sought voluntary 
retirement from the management of Bank vide his 
application dated NIL, paper No. 8/6 on medical grounds 
with request to give appointment to his son on his place. 
A medical board was constituted and on recommendations 
of the medical board. Sahib Singh was permitted to take 
voluntary retirement w.e.f. 13.09.96 vide letter dated 
17.10.96, paper No. 8/5 wherein the Dy. General Manager 
of the Bank was advised as under: 

“With reference to your letter No. BRY/RI/40/1183 
dated the 20th September 1996, the appropriate 
authority has permitted Shri Sahib Singh, Record- 
Keeper to retire from the Bank’s services w.e.f. 
13.09.1996 i.e. the date on which the Medical Board 
declared him unfit for service. However, before 
retiring Shri Singh, please ensure that no disciplinary 
action is pending/contemplated against him. 

The case of the staff association is that the 
application for voluntary retirement from the Shri Sahib 
Singh was conditional one i.e. with condition to give 
appointment to his son in his place. But from perusal of 
above letter, relied on by the both the parties, it is crystal 
clear that Shri Sahib Singh was permitted to take voluntary 
retirement on medical grounds; but regarding 


compassionate appointment of his son, it was advised to 
made application in prescribed proforma in accordance 
with the scheme. 

In this regard the management has pleaded that the 
claimant did not prefer any application for compassionate 
appointment, in prescribed proforma, within 60 days of 
the date of retirement of his father, Shri Sahib Singh. In 
rebuttal, the association has come up with the pleading 
that the claimant requested for compassionate appointment 
during life time of Shri Sahib Singh and thereafter within 
60 days of his death; but there is no documentary evidence 
on record to support this pleading from the association. 

15. The management of the bank declined the 
compassionate appointment to the claimant on two 
grounds firstly due to non-submission of request in 
prescribed proforma within 60 days of the retirement of 
Shri Sahib Singh and secondly due to lack of pecuniary 
need of the widow of late Shri Sahib Singh. The 
management has pleaded that the widow of Sahib Singh is 
getting family pension of Rs. 5790/- per months and living 
in her own house and received more than Rs. 2,00,000/- as 
terminal benefits; and is not required to any assistance 
from any one. The staff association has denied the 
pleadings of the management and has adduced evidence 
of the claimant, Dinesh Babu whose evidence goes 
contrary to the pleadings. He has stated that his mother 
was ex-Gram Pradhan and had 5-6 Bighas of agricultural 
land. He has also stated that School viz. S.S. Memorial 
Convent School runs in his house. This goes to show 
that sufficient earning come to the widow of Sahib Singh 
apart form pension and terminal benefits received by her 
which is adequate to cope up with the liabilities upon her 
in form of marriage of a son and a daughter. Hon’ble 
Supreme Court in Umesh Kumar Nagpal vs. State of 
Haryana & others 1994(4) SCC 138 has held that 
compassionate appointment cannot be claimed as a matter 
of right. The only ground which can justify the 
compassionate appointment is the penurious conditions 
of the deceased’s family and offering employment 
irrespective of the financial condition of the family is legally 
impermissible. 

16. Therefore, in view of facts and circumstances of the 
case and discussions made hereinabove, I am of 
considered opinion that the action of the management of 
State Bank of India in not giving compassionate 
appointment to Shri Dinesh Babu Son of Shri Sahib Singh 
is neither unjust; nor unfair; nor illegal. Hence, Shri Dinesh 
Babu is not entitled for any relief. The reference under 
adjudication is answered accordingly. 

17. Award as above. 

Dr. MANJU NIGAM, Presiding Officer 

LUCKNOW 
17th June, 2014. 
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New Delhi, the 12th August, 2014 

S.O. 2261. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 79/2013) 
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Lakshmi Vilas Bank 
Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 01/08/2014. 

[No. L-12012/62/2013-IR (B-I)] 

SUMATI SAKLANI, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Thursday, the 24th July, 2014 
Present : K.P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 79/2013 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between 
the Management of Lakshmi Vilas Bank Ltd. and their 
workman) 

BETWEEN 

Sri M. Ananthakrishnan : 1 st Party/Petitioner 
AND 

The Chairman : 2nd Party/Respondent 

Lakshmi Vilas Bank Ltd. 

Administrative Office 

Kathaparai 

Karur-639006 

Appearance: 

For the 1st Party/ : M/s Ajoy Khose, Advocates 
Petitioner 

For the 2nd Party/ : M/sT.S. Gopalan & Co., 
Respondent Advocates 


AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment vide its Order No. L-12012/62/2013-IR(B-I) 
dated 24.07.2013 referred the following Industrial Dispute 
to this Tribunal for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is : 

“Whether the action of the Management of Lakshmi 

Vilas Bank in discharging the services of Sri 

Ananthakrishnan w.e.f. 20.11.1999 is justified? To 

what relief is the workman concerned entitled?” 

2. On receipt of the Industrial Dispute this Tribunal 
has numbered it as ID 79/2013 and issued notices to both 
sides. Both sides have entered appearance through their 
counsel and filed Claim and Counter Statement 
respectively. 

3. The averments in the Claim Statement in brief are 
these: 

The petitioner was appointed as Sub-Staff in the 
Respondent Bank in the year 1989. While the petitioner 
was working at Seevalaperi Branch in Tirunelveli District, 
on 09.12.1997, a lorry receipt and Rs. 67/- were handed 
over to him for taking delivery of a parcel containing some 
complimentary articles. He went to the parcel office on 
09.12.1997 and every date thereafter till 12.12.1997. But he 
was informed from the parcel office that the article has not 
reached their office. As he could not take delivery of the 
parcel, the petitioner returned the money and lorry receipt 
to the Branch Manager who was staying in the same lodge 
in which the petitioner was staying, on 12.12.1997 the 
petitioner could not report for duty from 13.12.1997 since 
he felt sick. He received a charge memo dated 24.03.1998 
wherein it was alleged that he received Rs. 67/- and Lorry 
Receipt on 09.12.1997 but did not take delivery of the parcel 
till 12.12.1997 and unauthorizedly absented from duty since 
13.12.1997 and consequently, the branch had to take 
delivery of the parcel by giving indemnity bond and this 
had incurred expenditure of Rs. 22/- in addition to 
demurrage charges and that he misappropriated the 
money of the bank. 

Though the petitioner submitted his explanation, 
this was not accepted by the Respondent. An enquiry 
was ordered. The enquiry was not conducted in 
accordance with the principles of natural justice. The 
petitioner was not given fair and reasonable opportunity 
to defend his case. His request to summon the concerned 
Branch Manager was turned down by the Enquiry Officer. 
Further he was not allowed to adduce evidence on his 
side. The Enquiry Officer submitted a report finding that 
the petitioner is guilty of the charges. Before accepting 
the findings of the Enquiry Officer, the Disciplinary 
Authority did not call for the views of the petitioner on 
the findings of the Enquiry Officer. By order dated 
20.11.1999 the petitioner was discharged from the service 
of the Respondent. The appeal filed by the petitioner 
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before the Appellate Authority was dismissed by order 
dated 02.02.2000. The petitioner had filed appeal before 
the Deputy Commissioner of Labour under Tamilnadu 
Shops and Establishments Act. The appeal was dismissed 
as not maintainable. The petitioner had then filed a Writ 
Petition before the High Court seeking to quash the order 
in appeal. On legal advice the petitioner withdrew the Writ 
Petition on 02.09.2010 with liberty to raise Industrial 
Dispute against the dismissal. It is in the above 
circumstances, the petitioner was not able to raise the 
dispute immediately. The order discharging the petitioner 
from service is illegal, arbitrary and unjust. An order may 
be passed holding that the order of dismissal is unjust 
and also directing the Respondent to reinstate the 
petitioner with continuity of service, back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

4. The Respondent has filed Counter Statement 
contending as follows : 

The petitioner was initially engaged as a Temporary 
Sub-Staff and subsequently his appointment was 
regularized. Initially he was working at Tirunelveli Branch. 
On his request he was transferred to a branch which is 
closer to his parental house. During this period he turned 
out to be a chronic absentee. So he was posted to 
Gandhipuram Branch, Coimbatore. Even while working 
here, he was not regular in attending work. He was then 
posted to Seevalaperi branch near Tirunelveli. While 
working here, he was staying in a lodge where the Branch 
Manager was also staying. The petitioner is known to 
have borrowed extensively and in order to avoid his 
creditors he used to absent from work. On 09.12.1997, after 
ascertaining that the consignment had reached the parcel 
office, the petitioner was entrusted with Rs. 67/- and Lorry 
Receipt for taking delivery of a parcel. The petitioner did 
not take delivery nor did he return the cash obtained from 
the Branch. He unauthorizedly absented from duty 
from 13.12.1997. On 23.12.1997 the Branch Manager himself 
went to the Parcel Office, paid the freight charges, executed 
an indemnity bond and cleared the consignment. The 
petitioner returned to duty only on 31.12.1997 and he repaid 
the sumofRs. 67/-on 09.08.1998 only. On 24.03.1998, the 
petitioner was issued Show Cause Notice for his failure to 
clear the consignment and also for retaining Rs. 67/- for 
his own use and calling upon him to show cause why 
disciplinary action shall not be taken against him. He was 
directed to appear for an enquiry. The petitioner was found 
guilty of the charges, in the enquiry held. After considering 
the written statement given by the petitioner, on 30.11.1999, 
the Disciplinary Authority had passed order discharging 
the petitioner from service. The petitioner who had filed 
Writ Petition before the High Court after dismissal of the 
appeal filed before the Tamilnadu Shops and Commercial 
Establishments Act did not take any steps to bring the 
Writ Petition for hearing for almost 9 years. The dismissal 
of the Writ Petition as withdrawn on the basis of the 


endorsement made by the petitioner would not amount to 
delay on his part being condoned. Even after dismissal of 
the Writ Petition the petitioner waited for 2 years to move 
the Conciliation Officer. It is not admitted that the petitioner 
handed over the Lorry Receipt and the money to the Branch 
Manager on 12.12.1997. the enquiry was held in a fair and 
proper manner. The Respondent reserves its right to lead 
evidence in support of the charges if it is necessary. The 
petitioner is not entitled to any relief. 

5. The evidence in the case consists of oral evidence 
of MW1 and documents marked as Exts.Wl to Exts.W4 
and Exts.Ml to Exts.M38. 

6. The points for consideration are: 

(i) Whether the action of the Respondent in 
discharging the petitioner from service is justified? 

(ii) What is the relief to which the petitioner is entitled? 

The Points 

7. The petitioner has raised the dispute seeking the 
relief of reinstatement in service on account of his 
having been discharged from service by the Respondent 
Bank. The case of the Bank is that the petitioner who was 
working as Sub-Staff at Seevalaperi Branch was entrusted 
with Rs. 67/- and a Lorry Receipt for taking delivery of a 
parcel on 09.12.1997 but he retained them with him until 

12.12.1997 without taking delivery, absented himself 
unauthorizedly from 13.12.1997 returned to duty only on 

31.12.1998 and repaid the amount on 09.08.1998 only. The 
Respondent has discharged the petitioner from service 
on the basis of the finding of a domestic enquiry conducted 
by it. 

8. It is admitted by the petitioner in the Claim Statement 
itself that he was entrusted with a Lorry Receipt and an 
amount of Rs. 67/- on 09.12.1997. According to him, though 
he had been going to the parcel office continuously from 
09.12.1997 till 12.12.1997 the parcel had not reached the 
office and so he could not take delivery of the article. 
According to him he had returned the money and the Lorry 
Receipt to the Branch Manager on 12.12.1997 itself. 

9. Ext.Ml is the order dated 03.02.1998 suspending the 
petitioner from service. In this order of suspension there 
is reference to misappropriation of money by the petitioner 
for temporary period. The details of the misconduct 
allegedly committed by the petitioner are not shown in the 
suspension order. It does not even state what is the amount 
that was misappropriated. Ext.M2 is the charge sheet dated 
24.03.1998 served on the petitioner. In this it is stated that 
the petitioner had received a sum of Rs. 67/- alongwith the 
Lorry Receipt on 09.12.1997 to take delivery of a parcel but 
wantonly had not taken delivery until 12.12.1997 and had 
abstained from attending the office since 13.12.1997. It is 
further stated that as a result of his wanton act the branch 
had to take delivery of the parcel on 23.12.1997 by giving 
indemnity bond incurring expenditure of Rs. 22/-. What is 
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to be understood from the charge sheet is that the charge 
against the petitioner is for the act of retaining the amount 
of Rs. 67/- with him and misappropriating the same and 
also causing loss to the bank by making it give an Indemnity 
Bond to parcel office for taking delivery of the article. 
Though there is reference to unauthorized absence of the 
petitioner since 13.12.1997 in the charge sheet, this does 
not seem to be made a charge against the petitioner. From 
the Counter Statement also it could be assumed that 
absence of the petitioner was not the subject of the charge 
sheet. What is stated in the Counter Statement is that 
Show Cause Notice was issued to him on 24.03.1998 for 
his failure to clear the consignment and also for retaining 
the sum of Rs. 67/- for his own use. There is no reference 
to unauthorized absence of the petitioner as the subject 
of the charge in the Counter Statement. Again, even as 
seen from the Counter Statement, the petitioner had 
returned to duty on 31.12.1997 and it was much after this, 
on 03.02.1998 even the order of suspension was issued on 
the petitioner without any reference to unauthorized 
absence. Though the Claim Statement refers to absence, it 
does not state for which period the petitioner has been 
absent. So what one has to assume is that the charge 
against the petitioner was only for the retention of Rs. 67/- 
and Lorry Receipt and misappropriating the amount and 
making the bank give an indemnity bond to the parcel 
office. 

10. As could be seen from the Claim Statement the 
petitioner has got a contention that the departmental 
enquiry against him was not conducted in a fair and proper 
manner. He has stated in his Claim Statement that he was 
not given fair and reasonable opportunity to defend his 
case. He has further stated that the Enquiry Officer had 
allowed the management to mark documents without 
examining the authors of the documents. In answer to 
this, the Respondent has stated in the Claim Statement 
that the enquiry was done in a fair and proper manner and 
that in spite of this contention the Respondent reserves 
its right to lead evidence before this Tribunal. It is probably 
in accordance with this contention the Respondent has 
adduced evidence before this Tribunal through MW 1 who 
was working as Asstt. Manager in the Human Resources 
Department and marked Exts.M24 to Exts.M38 before this 
Tribunal. However, the documents marked through this 
witness are documents said to be pertaining to the past 
conduct of the petitioner. This witness is not one who is 
directly involved or has anything to do with the incident 
which has resulted in raising the dispute. The proceedings 
of enquiry alone is there to adjudicate the charge on the 
petitioner. 

11. A perusal of proceedings of enquiry justifies the 
contention raised by the petitioner that it was not held in 
a proper manner and opportunity was denied to him. It 
could be seen from the proceedings dated 01.09.1998 and 
05.10.1998 that the management had marked documents 


before the Enquiry Officer without examining the concerned 
Officer. In fact the management has not examined anybody 
on its side. It is merely stated by the Enquiry Officer that 
Ext.Ml to Ext.M3 are marked on 01.09.1998 and Ext.M4 to 
Ext.M7 are marked on 05.10.1998. There is no way to know 
which are the documents marked before the Enquiry 
Officer. The documents said to have been marked are not 
seen produced before this Tribunal also. The Enquiry 
Officer has stated in his finding that the amount of Rs. 67/- 
and Lorry Receipt has been received by the petitioner. 
There is reference to documents in the enquiry report also 
but these are referred to only by Exhibit Numbers. However, 
even as admitted by the petitioner he has received the 
Lorry Receipt and cash of Rs. 67/-. He has got a case that 
he was not able to take delivery of the article since it did 
not reach the parcel office. He seems to have given a 
written statement to the Respondent. Even this is not 
produced. There is reference to one Ext.M6 in the enquiry 
report which according to the Enquiry Officer proves that 
the petitioner was absent from 13.12.1997. However, this 
document also is not available for perusal for this Tribunal. 

12. It can be seen from the enquiry proceedings that the 
petitioner has been making hectic effort to summon the 
Branch Manager on his own side to prove his case. The 
petitioner has even requested the management to direct 
the Branch Manager to produce the explanation letter 
given by him. The management’s representative has 
resisted the move of the petitioner to summon the Manager. 
The Enquiry Officer has favoured the Management by 
declining the application of the petitioner to summon the 
Branch Manager. Rather than summoning the witness the 
Enquiry Officer seems to have directed the petitioner to 
produce the witness. Since the attempt of the petitioner to 
this effect has failed the enquiry has undergone some 
adjournments. The evidence of the defense side was closed 
by the Enquiry Officer on a day when the petitioner as 
well his representative were not present. 

13. The Counsel for the petitioner has referred to the 
decision in LIC OF INDIA AND ANOTHER VS. RAM PAL 
SINGH BISEN reported in 2010 ID LLJ 57 (SC) where it was 
held that marking of document as exhibit would not amount 
to its proof and there had to be proved in accordance with 
law. None of the documents before the Enquiry Officer 
were proved in accordance with law. As stated, one does 
not even know which are the documents that were marked. 
The Counsel for the Respondent has referred to the 
decision in STATE BANK OF INDIA AND OTHERS VS. 
NARENDER KUMAR PANDEY reported in 2013 2 LLJ 1 
where it was held that in an ex-parte enquiry, if the charges 
are borne out from the documents kept in the normal course 
of business no oral evidence is necessary to prove the 
charges. In the present case it is not an ex-parte enquiry. 
The petitioner has all along been participating in the 
enquiry except on the last date when himself and his 
representative were absent. In fact the findings of the 
Enquiry Officer is based on the documents which are not 
proved so there is no justification at all for the finding. 
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14. The Respondent has brought into evidence 
Exts.M24 to Exts.M38 to show that the past conduct of 
the petitioner was not satisfactory. However, in the enquiry 
proceedings there is no reference to the past conduct at 
all. MW 1 has admitted during his cross-examination that 
there is no document to show that Exts.M24 to Exts.M35 
were served on the petitioner. There is reference to two 
complaints against the petitioner earlier and this seems to 
have been brought to the notice of the Enquiry Officer 
also. However, when the petitioner has taken the stand 
that those complaints are to be produced, the Presenting 
Officer for the Management has taken a stand that those 
are not relevant and need not be produced. In any case 
having found that the charge in the enquiry proceedings 
is not established, the past conduct of the petitioner is 
not of any consequence at all. 

15. The Counsel for the Respondent has vehemently 
argued that in any case the petitioner is not entitled to any 
relief in view of the delay in initiating the proceedings. 
According to the petitioner, he has been vigilantly 
prosecuting his case but initially he happened to approach 
wrong forums. In fact the petitioner, after dismissal of his 
appeal by the Appellate Authority has chosen the wrong 
forum under Tamilnadu Shops and Commercial 
Establishments Act to file an appeal which was dismissed 
as not maintainable. After its dismissal he had filed Writ 
Petition before the High Court of Madras in 2001. This has 
remained in file until 2010 in which year it was dismissed 
as withdrawn which withdrawal according to the petitioner 
was on legal advice. The Counsel for the Respondent has 
referred to the decision in CHAIRMAN-CUM MANAGING 
DIRECTOR, NLC LTD VS. VS RANGANATHAIYER where 
it was held that approaching wrong forum is no 
justification to condone delay. The counsel has also 
referred to the fact that even after dismissal of the Writ 
Petition the petitioner has waited for two years before he 
raised the dispute. Certainly there is no doubt there were 
latches on the part of the petitioner. However, it could be 
seen that he did not remain idle after the result of the 
enquiry has turned against him. It has been pointed out 
by the counsel for the petitioner that merely on account of 
the delay on the part of the petitioner, even if there is any, 
the reference need not be decided against the petitioner. It 
has been pointed out by the counsel that the relief in 
favour of the petitioner could be moulded taking the latches 
on the part of the petitioner also. 

16. It is apparent that the enquiry was not conducted in 
a fair and proper manner. Even assuming that the petitioner 
had committed the misconduct of failing to take delivery 
of the parcel and retaining the amount and Lorry Receipt 
for some time, the misconduct could not be considered as 
one which is so grievous as to result in his discharge from 
service. The punishment itself is too disproportionate to 
the nature of offence committed. 


17. The petitioner is entitled to be reinstated in service. 
However, taking into account the latches on his part, I am 
not inclined to allow any back wages. The period of 
absence of the petitioner from service will be taken into 
account for continuity of service only. 

18. In view of my discussion above, the Respondent is 
directed to reinstate the petitioner in service within one 
month. 

The reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 24th July, 2014). 

K. P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined: 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner : None 

For the 2nd Party /Management : MW 1, Sri K. Avinash 

Documents Marked: 

On the petitioner’s side 

Lx.No. Date Description 

Ex.Wl 22.05.1989 Appointment order issued by the 
2nd Party to the 1st Party 

Ex.W2 05.06.1989 Joining Report submitted by the 1 st 

Party 

Ex.W3 19.06.2013 Failure Report 

Ex.W4 24.07.2013 Reference 

On the Management’s side 

Lx.No. Date Description 

Ex.Ml 03.02.1998 Order suspending the petitioner by 

the Respondent 

Ex.M2 24.03.1998 Charge Sheet 

31.07.1998 
01.09.1998 
14.09.1998 
05.10.1998 

23.10.1998 

ExJM3 10.11.1998 Proceedings of Enquiry 

26.11.1998 

10.12.1998 

29.12.1998 
18.01.1999 
29.01.1999 
19.02.1999 
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Ex.M4 

12.03.1999 

Letter from petitioner’s counsel to 

EO 

Ex.M23 

25.04.2013 

Ex.M5 

12.03.1999 

Reply from EO to petitioner’s 
counsel acceding to their request 

Ex.M24 

26.04.1997 



to adjourn the enquiry 

Ex.M25 

15.07.1997 

Ex.M6 

08.04.1999 

Letter from petitioner’s counsel to 
EO praying adjournment 



Ex.M7 

08.04.1999 

Proceedings of enquiry - 
adjourning enquiry at petitioner’s 
request to 21.04.1999 - (vide 

Ex.M26 

20.08.1997 



request petition dated 08.04.1999) 

Ex.M27 

01.09.1997 

Ex.M8 

21.04.1999 

Proceedings of enquiry - petitioner 
only present -defense evidence 
closed - parties advised to submit 
their written arguments - before 

03.05.1999 - both sides noted 

Ex.M28 

02.11.1991 

Ex.M9 

24.12.1997 

Letter from Seevalaperi Branch to 
Divisional Manager-Madurai 
Division - Regarding the petitioner 

Ex.M29 

26.09.1991 

Ex.M10 

20.05.1999 

Letter from EO to DA/GM - Karur 
enclosing findings dated 20.05.1999 

Ex.M30 

09.07.1992 

Ex.Mll 

14.09.1999 

Second Show Cause Notice 
proposing punishment of 
discharging from service and 
posting personal hearing on 
25.09.1999 

Ex.M31 

24.09.1992 





Ex.M12 

25.09.1999 

Proceedings of personal hearing 

Ex.M32 

28.09.1992 

Ex.M13 

25.09.1999 

Representation of petitioner filed in 
the personal hearing 



Ex.M14 

20.11.1999 

Final order issued to the petitioner 
by the Respondent 

Ex.M33 

01.12.1992 

Ex.M15 

06.12.1999 

Representation of the petitioner to 
the General Manager/Appellate 
Authority 

Ex.M34 

29.03.1996 

Ex.M16 

20.12.1999 

Notice of personal hearing 

Ex.M35 

27.03.1997 

Ex.M17 

27.12.1999 

Minutes of personal hearing before 
the Appellate Authority 



Ex.M18 

27.12.1999 

Memorandum of Appeal on behalf 



Ex.M19 

Ex.M20 

02.02.2000 

14.03.2001 

of petitioner by D/R 

Order of the Appellate Authority 

Order of the TNSE Act Authority in 

Ex.M36 

20.07.2001 


24.07.2001 



TSECase No. 3 of 2000 

Ex.M21 

02.09.2010 

Order of Hon’ble Madras High 

Ex.M37 

10.08.2001 



Court in WP No. 19368 of 2001 

Ex.M38 

16.10.2001 

Ex.M22 

25.09.2012 

Petition under Sec.2Aof ID Act filed 
by petitioner before ALC (C), 





Chennai 


30.10.2001 


Counter Affidavit of the Bank 
before ALC (C) 

Caution to the petitioner for 
frequent absence/leave from Work 

Memo to petitioner calling for his 
explanation for his unauthorized 
absence in continuation of leave on 
LTC (UAA24.06.1997 to 26.06.1997) 

Reminder to petitioner for his reply 
to memo dated 15.07.1997 

Notice to petitioner in respect of 
his unauthorized absence for 
24.06.1997 to 26.06.1997 

Caution - against availing leave 
frequently and advising the 
petitioner to improve his attendance 

Unauthorized Absence since 
07.09.1991 and advising to report 
for work within 3 days 

Again cautioned for unsatisfactory 
attendance and advising to show 
improvement in attendance 

Unauthorized Absence since 
11.09.1992 - Advised to report 
immediately with explanation for 
absence 

Advising petitioner to contact the 
doctor referred by the Bank in case 
of seeking leave on medical 
grounds 

Letter to petitioner regarding 
absence from duty 

Charge Sheet for unauthorized 
absence on various spells between 
24.04.1995 and 15.12.1995 (59 days) 

Awarding punishment of stopping 
one increment due to him with 
cumulative effect - in reference to 
charge sheet dated 29.03.1996 
Notice from ACL-Dindigul 
enclosing copy of 2A petition dated 
19.03.2001 ofM. Anantha Krishnan 

Bank’s reply to ACL - Dindigul 

Order of ACL closing further 
proceedings since the petitioner is 
withdrawing his petition to raise 

Dispute before Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal 


03.10.2012 
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12 srw, 2014 

W.3TT. 2262.—3||illR|ch 3#m, 1947 (1947 

^ i4) ^ erra 17 ^ atg/tGi -4 tr^ihF f^a 

^ 7FPRF1 ^ 7TF5 Pl A ll'4 c bT sffc ^ 

#Ef Fgsm4f4f^F 3tk)Pl<b 1FFTF4 '^r 4F7T7FT7 3lklp|ch 
3#ERU1, ^ W (71^4 71. 104/2013) y=hlRld 

TOt I FT ^#4 7174T7 FIT 05/08/2014 W7T |[37T sqil 

[71. tl^l-12012/51/2013-31Tf3TR (4T-I)] 

7|Ff4 UchdHl, 3igwi 3#EFT7t 

New Delhi, the 12th August, 2014 

S.O. 2262. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 104/ 
2013) of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
No. 1, Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Kotak Mahindra Bank 
Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 05/08/2014. 

[No. L-12012/51/2013-IR (B-I)] 
SUMATI SAKLANI, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI HARBANSH KUMAR SAXENA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. I, KARKARDOOMA 
COURTS COMPLEX, DELHI 

I.D. No. 104/2013 

Shri Brinda Prasad Shukla, 

S/o Shri Ram Adhar Shukla, 

Through Checkmate Services Karamchari Sangh (Regd.), 
Ajmeri Gate, 

Delhi 110 006. .Workman 

Versus 

1. The Manager, 

Kotak Mahindra Bank Limited, 

Ground Floor, 

Ambadeep Building, 

Kasturba Gandhi Marg, 

New Delhi 110001 

2. The Senior General Manager, 

Checkmate Services Pvt. Ltd., 

58-60, Pankha Road, Vashisht Park, 

Sagarpur, 

New Delhi 110006 .Managements 

AWARD 

M/s. Checkmate Services Pvt. Ltd.(in short the 
management) appointed a Security Guard on 24.06.2007. 
He was deployed at Kotak Mahindra Bank Ltd. (hereinafter 
to referred to as the Bank). The management entered into 
a contract with Kotak Mahindra Bank for providing 


contractual security services. On 02.04.2012, the Security 
Guard, along with approximately 15 other employees, 
resorted to unruly behaviour and brutally assaulted and 
abused the Field Officer on duty. On earlier occasion also, 
he had assaulted a Field Supervisor in public when he was 
caught napping during duty hours. A domestic enquiry 
was constituted against him. He was dismissed vide order 
dated 07.06.2012 of the Disciplinary Authority. Aggrieved 
by the said, the Security Guard raised a demand on the 
bank for reinstatement of his services. When the Bank did 
not respond to his demand, he raised an industrial dispute 
before the Conciliation Officer. Since the dispute was 
contested by the Bank, conciliation proceedings failed. 
On consideration of failure report, submitted by the 
conciliation Officer, the appropriate Government referred 
the dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal vide order 
No.L-12012/51/2013-IR(B-I), New Delhi, dated 28.06.2013, 
with following terms of reference: 

“Whether the action of the management of Kotak 
Mahindra Bank and Checkmate Srvices Pvt. Ltd. in 
terminating the services of Shri Brinda Prasad Shukla 
S/o Shri Ram Adhar Shukla is legal and/or justified 
and if not what relief the workman is entitled and 
what directions are necessary in this respect?” 

2. When reference was received in this Tribunal, then 
it was registered at ID No. 104 of 2013 and notice to the 
claimant/workman was issued to file claim statement along 
with documents within 15 days. 

3. Claim statement was filed by the Security Guard, 
Shri Brinda Prasad Shukla, pleading that he was employed 
as a Security Guard by the Bank on 08.06.2007 at a monthly 
salary of Rs.7580.00. He was issued an identity card. He 
worked to entire satisfaction of his supervisors and never 
gave a chance of complaint. No appointment letter, 
attendance card, leave book, bonus, provident fund receipt 
etc. was ever issued to him. When he demanded for the 
same, the management started pressuring him. The 
claimant is an office bearer of Checkmate Services 
Shaparkarta Sangh and because of his union activities, 
his services were dispensed with on 23.09.2009. He filed a 
case before the Labour Court on whose orders, he was 
reinstated in service on 23.07.2011. He has been serving 
the bank sincerely since then. However, the bank felt 
offended by his union activities and his constant requests 
for his legal rights and his services were abruptly 
terminated on 08.05.2012 illegally, arbitrarily and without 
following due process of law. His earned wages for the 
period 01.04.2012 to 08.05.2012, leave pay, overtime, bonus 
etc. were also not paid. He raised a notice of demand on 
27.09.2012 claiming reinstatement in services. The Bank 
opted to keep mum. He had put in 240 days service prior 
to his termination. He is unemployed from the date of his 
termination. Action of the Bank was violative of the 
provisions of section 25F and 25H of the Industrial 
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Disputes Act, 1947. He seeks reinstatement in services of 
the Bank with all consequential benefits. 

4. The management Bank opted not to put in its 
appearance despite various notices, hence case was 
proceeded ex-parte against the Bank on 13.11.2013. 

5. Claim was demurred by the management pleading 
that the appropriate Government had not considered the 
material facts and made the reference in a mechanical 
manner. The claimant was appointed as a Security Guard 
on 24.06.2007 and his last drawn wages were Rs.7020.00. 
On 02.04.2012 at about 11.20 hours, the claimant alongwith 
approximately 15 co-employee supports gathered at the 
site of the bank and resorted to riotous behaviour and 
brutally assaulted the Field Officer on duty. On an earlier 
occasion, he was earlier found sleeping during duty hours 
and on being reprimanded, he assaulted the Field Officer 
in public. The claimant had not put in 240 days continuous 
service. During the short span of probation, services of 
the claimant was far from satisfactory. The claimant was 
issued a show-cause notice on 09.04.2012, to which no 
explanation was tendered. Shri Sudhir Chauhan, Advocate 
was appointed as enquiry to look into the truth of 
imputation of lapses against the claimant. However, 
despite several notices, the claimant opted not to attend 
the proceedings. The Enquiry Officer was left with no 
other option but to proceed ex-parte against the claimant 
and submit his report. On consideration of the report of 
the Enquiry Officer and relevant documents, the 
Disciplinary Authority concurred with the findings of the 
Enquiry Officer. Show-cause notices were issued on 
09.04.2012 and 23.05.2012, to which the claimant preferred 
to keep mum, hence was rightfully dismissed from service. 
Along with the dismissal letter, cheque no. 104035 dated 
07.06.2012 for Rs. 17,582.00 being full and final settlement 
was also sent to the claimant. He is not entitled to any 
relief, muchless the relief of reinstatement in service. His 
claim may be discarded, being devoid of merits, pleads the 
management. 

6. Workman filed rej oinder on 12.11.2013 wherein he 
reaffirmed his allegations against the management Bank. 

7. In order to establish his claim, the claimant entered 
the witness box to testify facts. During course of his 
cross-examination, parties submitted that there was chance 
of settlement. In view of these facts the Tribunal 
associated itself in process of settlement. Ultimately an 
amicable settlement was arrived at between the parties, 
contents of which are detailed in subsequent sections. 

8. Claimant made a statement on oath that he is ready 
to settle his grievances with the management in case a 
sum of Rs.56,000.00 is paid to him towards full and final 
settlement of his claim relating to reinstatement in service, 
notice pay, retrenchment compensation, payment of 
wages, payment of leave encashment and other statutory 
benefits. He announced that on payment of Rs.56,000.00 


to him, his claim would stand satisfied. Shri D.K. Samal, 
Deputy General Manager(HR) of the management 
unfolded that the management is ready to pay a sum of 
Rs.56,000.00 to the claimant towards full and final 
settlement of his claim, made in the present dispute. 

9. Out of facts detailed by the parties it crystallized 
that the management has paid a sum of Rs.56,000.00 to the 
claimant on 06.05.2014 towards full and final settlement of 
claim of the claimant that on payment of Rs.56,000/- the 
claimant feels satisfied and his grievances relating to 
reinstatement in service, notice pay, retrenchment 
compensation, payment of wages, payment of leave 
encashment and other statutory benefits has come to an 
end. An award is, accordingly, passed. It be sent to the 
appropriate Government for publication. 

Dated: July 22,2014 

HARBANSH KUMAR SAXENA, Presiding Officer 
Effort, 12 37W, 2014 

W.3TT. 2263—3tWl[i|4> srfqfwT, 1947 (1947 

^1 14) ETRl 17 ^ 3^*RU| rf 7TEFH 

W TJofacfa W TETS [H4M4iT 3fl7 =b4<=bKT 

^ sFp'sr r sMfTEF r ettr 

3)WlPl4> srffelEEH, dtsHvb ET W (wf E. 2/2004) E7T 
Wife wt t Ef EEFE ETf 11/08/2014 EE UTO 

fait am 

[E. Tff-17012/14/2003-31R (Et-I)] 
BobdMl, a^EFT 

New Delhi, the 12th August, 2014 

S.O. 2263. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 2/2004) 
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Lucknow as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of New India Insurance 
Company and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 11/08/2014. 

[No. L-17012/14/2003-IR (B-I)] 
SUMATI SAKLANI, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 

TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW 

PRESENT : Dr. MANJU NIGAM, Presiding Officer 

I.D. No. 02/2004 

Ref. No. L-17012/14/2003-IR(B-I) dated: 14.11.2003 
BETWEEN 

Shri Devendera Prasad, 

S/o Shri Ram Singh 
Ex-Nazir, H. No. 611 
In front of Post Office New Basti 
Bijnore 
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AND 

1. The Divisional Manager 
New India Insurance Company 
38, Navyug Market 
Ghaziabad(U.P. )-201 001 

2. The Regional Manager 

The New India Insurance Company, 

Regional Office, 

Gulab Bhawan (Back Inside), 

6, Bahadur Shah Zafar M 
New Delhi-110002. 

AWARD 

1. By order No. L-17012/14/2003-IR(B-I) dated: 
14.11.2003, the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi in exercise of powers conferred by 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) 
referred this industrial dispute between Shri Devendera 
Prasad, S/o Shri Ram Singh, Ex-Nazir, H. No. 611, In front 
of Post Office, New Basti, Bijnore and the Divisional 
Manager, New India Insurance Company, 38, Navyug 
Market, Ghaziabad & the Regional Manager, The New 
India Insurance Company, Regional Office,, Gulab Bhawan 
(Back Inside), 6, Bahadur Shah Zafar M, New Delhi for 
adjudication. 

2. The reference under adjudication is: 

“WHETHER THE ACTION OF THE 
MANAGEMENT OF NEW INDIA INSURANCE 
COMPANY IN TERMINATING THE SERVICES OF 
SHRI DEVENDERAPRAS AD S/O LATE SHRI SHER 
SINGH, PEON-CUM-WATER MAN W.E.F. 
25.06.2002 IS JUSTIFIED? IF NOT, WHAT RELIEF 
HE IS ENTITLED TO? 

3. The case of the workman, Devendera Prasad, in brief, 
is that he worked with the opposite parties from 17.06.1997 
to 25.06.2002 on daily wages with intermittent breaks. It is 
submitted by the workman that his services have been 
terminated by the management w.e.f. 25.06.2002 without 
giving any notice or notice pay in lieu thereof, in violation 
of the provisions of Section 25 F of the Act. It is alleged 
by the workman that he was engaged against permanent 
and substantive work which is still exiting. It is also alleged 
by the workman that the management availed his services 
with different names and terminated his services though 
retained other workman viz. Bijender who is junior to him. 
Accordingly, the workman has prayed that his termination 
dated 25.06.2002 be set aside and he be reinstated with 
consequential benefits. 

4. The management has disputed the claim of the 
workman and filed its written statement; wherein it has 
stated that the workman’s services were engaged on 
contract basis, as and when required on casual/temporary 
and intermittent basis and he was disengaged on 
completion of contract/accomplishment of work for which 


he was engaged. The engagement of the workman was 
not against any permanent post nor against any work of 
perennial nature; hence there was no termination as such. 
It is submitted that no one junior to the workman was 
retained in the services of the management and the 
provisions of the Section 25 F of the Act do not attract in 
the present case. Accordingly, the management has prayed 
that the claim of the workman be rejected without any 
relief to him being devoid of merit. 

5. The workman has filed its rejoinder whereby he has 
stated nothing new apart from reiterating his averments 
already made in the statement of claim. 

6. The parties have filed photo copy of documentary 
proof in support of their respective claim. The workman 
has examined himself whereas the management examined 
Shri Rajesh Kumar Jain, Divisional Manager in support of 
their stands. The parties availed opportunity to cross- 
examine the each other’s witnesses apart from availing 
opportunity to forward oral arguments. 

7. Heard representatives of the parties and perused 
entire evidence on record and gone through respective 
pleadings of the parties. 

8. The authorized representative of the workman has 
argued that the workman worked with the opposite party 
for more than five years since 17.06.1997; but the 
management has terminated his services without any notice 
or notice pay in lieu thereof, in violation to the provisions 
contained in section 25 F of the Act. He has also contended 
that the management while terminating the services of the 
workman retained other juniors and accordingly, violated 
the provisions of Section 25 G & H. 

9. In rebuttal, the authorize representative of the 
management has contended that there was no relationship 
of employer and employee between the management and 
the workman and the workman was neither been appointed 
by the management nor was paid for the same at any point 
of time. It is argued that the workman was engaged as 
casual worker for short durations and was disengaged on 
completion of work; hence there is no termination of 
services and there was no need of compliance of provisions 
of Section 25 F of the Act in the present case. 

10. I have given my thoughtful consideration to the 
arguments forwarded by the learned representatives and 
scanned entire evidence available on record in the light of 
the aforesaid rival contentions of the parties. 

11. The workman has come up with the case that he had 
worked as daily wager with the bank from 17.06.1997 to 
25.06.2002; but the management has terminated his services 
without following procedure specified under Section 25 F 
of the Industrial disputes Act, 1947 i.e. without serving 
any notice or paying notice pay in lieu thereof. He has 
also come up with the case that he worked and received 
payments in fictitious names at the instance of the 
management and other juniors are still working with the 
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management. The management has taken the stand that 
the services of the workman were availed as casual labour 
as and when required and his services came to an end on 
the completion of term/work; hence there was no 
termination at any point of time. It is also the case of the 
management that the onus to prove 240 days working is 
on the workman in which he has failed. 

12. The workman in his cross-examination has stated 
that he himself prepared the vouchers regarding payment 
and made vouchers in other person’s name at the directions 
of the management. It was also stated that he had prepared 
vouchers in the name of Mahesh, Baburam, Narayan and 
Manoj. On the other hand the management witness sated 
that no other casual worker apart from workman was 
working when he was removed. It was also stated that the 
workman worked on day to day basis, intermittently. 

13. In Surenderanagar Panchayat and another v. 
Jethabhai Pitamberbhai 2005 (107) FLR 1145 (SC) Hon’ble 
Apex Court came to the conclusion that the workman could 
be entitled for the protection of section 25 - F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 provided he is successful in 
establishing the fact that he had been in employment with 
the employer for a period of 240 days uninterruptedly. It 
was held by the Hon’ble Supreme Court that in such cases, 
the scope of the enquiry before the Labour Court was 
confined only to 12 months preceding the date of 
termination to decide the question of the continuous 
service for the purpose of section 25-F of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. Further, Hon’ble Apex Court has 
observed as under: 

“The claimant, apart his oral evidence has not 
produced any proof in the form of receipt of salary 
or wages for 240 days or record of his appointment 
or engagement for that year to show that he has 
worked with the employer for 240 days to get the 
benefit under section 25-F of the Industrial Disputes 
Act. It is now well settled that it is for the claimant 
to lead evidence to show that he in fact worked for 
240 days in a year preceding his termination.” 

In this regard the workman has field voluminous 
photo copy of the payment vouches in support of his 
working details. In view of the law cited hereinabove, for 
resorting shelter of the provisions of the Section 25 of the 
Act to the workman, it has to be checked as to whether the 
workman worked for 240 days in a year preceding his date 
of alleged termination i.e. 25.06.2002. Thus, from the 
payment vouchers filed by the parties, the working details 
of the workman in the twelve months preceding his 
termination i.e. from 26.06.2001 to 25.06.2002 are as under: 

S. Month Working days Working days 

No. relied on by relied on by 

the workman the management 

1. June, 2001 05 Nil 

2. July, 2001 11 Nil 


3. 

August, 2001 

Nil 

04 

4. 

September, 2011 

04 

Nil 

5. 

October, 2001 

Nil 

Nil 

6. 

November, 2001 

01 

Nil 

7. 

December, 2001 

Nil 

Nil 

8. 

January, 2002 

Nil 

Nil 

9. 

February, 2002 

Nil 

Nil 

10. 

March, 2002 

Nil 

Nil 

11. 

April, 2002 

Nil 

Nil 

12. 

May, 2002 

10 

Nil 

13. 

June, 2002 

10 

Nil 


Total 

41 

04 


14. Although the management has admitted the working 
details filed by the workman even then if it is taken to be 
true for the argument’s sake then it comes out that the 
workman had worked only for 41 days in the preceding 
twelve months from the alleged date of termination i.e. 
25.06.2002. Admittedly no appointment order was issued 
and the workman was engaged as daily wager by the 
management. In case of casual labour in order to get some 
relief the workman has to prove that he has worked 
continuously for 240 days uninterruptedly in a year 
preceding his termination, as observed by Hon’ble 
Supreme Court in Surenderanagar Panchayat and another 
v. Jethabhai Pitamberbhai 2005 (107) FLR 1145 (SC). In the 
present case, the initial burden of establishing the fact of 
continuous work for 240 days in preceding twelve months 
from the date of alleged termination i.e. 25.06.2002; but the 
workman has utterly failed to prove that he had worked 
for 240 days, as such, he could not discharge the burden. 

15. The workman has also come up with the evidence 
that though he worked continuously with the management 
but he received payment in other names, which has been 
denied by the management. In the event of denial by the 
management it was incumbent upon the workman to call 
report of some handwriting expert to corroborate his 
pleadings that he received payment in some other fictitious 
names. Neither he disclosed the names in whose name he 
received payment nor has he adduced any such evidence. 
Therefore, the pleadings of the workman that he received 
payments in some fictitious names could not be relied on. 
The workman utterly failed to prove that he was engaged 
on a permanent post and continuously worked for 240 
days preceding twelve months from the date of his alleged 
termination i.e. 25.06.2002 and that any workman was 
engaged after his termination and lastly, Brijendera who 
was junior to him was retained by the management. 

16. In view of the facts and circumstances of the case 
and law cited hereinabove; I am of the opinion that the 
alleged action of the management in terminating the 
services of the workman w.e.f. 25.06.2002 was not 
unjustified. 








[WTH—^5 3(ii)] 


^TTTcT TETTI : STW 23,2014/'4Tsl 1, 1936 


5811 


17. Accordingly, the reference is adjudicated against 
the workman Devendera Prasad he is not entitled to any 
relief. 

18. Award as above. 

Dr. MANJU NIGAM, Presiding Officer 

LUCKNOW 
03rd July, 2014 

^'fe#, 12 33W, 2014 

W.3TT. 2264.—3||illR|ch stfm, 1947 (1947 
14) ^ STRl 17 ^ SFpiTH R ^#4 HTTH PlpfPj TZZ 
w wim? w fppuraT str ppfero w #4 
ij' afi^llPlch fpPK 3 cfKld HT4TE 3TPTffPPl 
3jfpppnT, W PPTS (W? P. 92/2001) PH Upheld 

PPcfT t Pf 7PPTP PTf 11/08/2014 pff WPfSn PTI 
[P. TJP-12012/58/2001 -Plfpp (PT-I)] 
^P% PPPJpft, SPjqFT pfqprpt 
New Delhi, the 12th August, 2014 

S.O. 2264. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 92/2001) 
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Lucknow as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of State Bank of India 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government 
on 11/08/2014. 

[No. L-12012/58/2001-IR (B-I)] 
SUMATI SAKLANI, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW 

PRESENT : Dr. MANJU NIGAM, Presiding Officer 

I.D. No. 92/2001 

Ref. No. L-12012/58/2001-IR(B-I) dated: 22.05.2001 
BETWEEN 

The Dy. General Secretary 
State Bank of India Staff Asson. 

C/o State Bank of India 
148, Civil Lines 
Bareilly 

(Espousing cause of Shri Ajay Agarwal) 

AND 

The Dy. General Manager 

State Bank of India 

Regional Office, Region - V 

Hotel Shikhar, Mahatma Gandhi Marg 

Almora 


AWARD 

1. By order No. L-12012/58/2001-IR(B-I) dated: 
22.05.2001 the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi in exercise of powers conferred by 
clause (d) of sub section (1) and sub section (2A) of Section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) referred 
this industrial dispute between the Dy. General Secretary, 
State Bank of India Staff Asson., C/o State Bank of India, 
148, Civil Lines, Bareilly and the Dy. General Manager, 
State Bank of India, Regional Office, Region - V, Hotel 
Shikhar, Mahatma Gandhi Marg, Almora for adjudication. 

2. The reference under adjudication is: 

“WHETHER THE ISSUE OF COMPASSIONATE 
APPOINTMENT CAN BE TREATED AS 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE UNDER I.D. ACT, 1947? IF 
YES, WHETHER THE ACTION OF THE 
MANAGEMENT OF STATE BANK OF INDIA IN 
NOT GIVING A COMPASSIONATE 
APPOINTMENT TO SHRI AJAY AGARWAL S/O 
DECEASED EMPLOYEE SHRI B.S. AGARWAL 
W.E.F. 22.10.98 IS JUSTIFIED? IF NOT, WHAT 
RELIE F HE IS ENTI TLED ?” 

3. The case of the workman’s association is that one 
Shri B.S. Agarwal, Head Clerk of the State Bank of India, 
Champawat, Almora region was a member of the State Bank 
of India Staff Association, Bareilly Module, who died on 
22.10.1998 and on his death the association passed a 
resolution to contest the case of compassionate 
appointment of the heir of deceased, Shri B.S. Agarwal. It 
is submitted by the association that on demise of Shri B.S. 
Agarwal his wife, Smt. Mithlesh Agarwal, moved an 
application to give compassionate appointment to her 
eldest son Shri Ajai Kumar Agarwal. The bank firstly, 
refused the compassionate appointment on the grounds 
of overage, and advised her to submit another application 
in favour of any other member of family. On making 
clarifications, the bank sought certificate of qualification 
in respect of Ajay Kumar Agarwal to consider his claim for 
compassionate appointment. It is also alleged by the 
association that the bank declined the request of Mrs. 
Mithlesh Agarwal for compassionate appointment of her 
son without giving any cogent reason. It is alleged by the 
association that denial of compassionate appointment to 
the dependent of deceased employee is violation of 
provisions contained in Chapter No. VII of (Volume II) of 
Hand Book on Staff Matters. Accordingly, the staff 
association has prayed that dependent of deceased Shri 
B.S. Agarwal viz. Ajay Agarwal be given compassionate 
appointment in terms of Bank’s policy. 

4. The management of the State Bank of India has filed 
its written statement; whereby it has denied the claim of 
the staff association with submission that the claimant, 
Ajay Kumar Awarwal is not a member of the staff 
association, therefore, the association has no locus standi 
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to raise the present industrial dispute. It has further 
submitted that Ajay Kumar Agarwal was never employed 
in the Bank, therefore, there exists no dispute under the 
provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. It is also 
submitted by the bank that the widow of late Shri B.S. 
Agarwal, viz. Mrs. Mithlesh Agarwal had not no financial 
crisis as compared to the terminal benefits being paid to 
her which amounted to Rs. 7,42,299.78. The management 
has submitted that the deceased acquired a house with 
the financial assistance of the bank and his widow is 
fetching about Rs. 5,000/- per month as rental; besides 
getting family pension amounting to Rs. 6865/- and interest 
of Rs. 7500/- per month on terminal benefits. It is submitted 
by the Bank that presently the widow of the deceased is 
getting sufficient sum in comparison to her liabilities i.e. 
two sons (major) and one daughter (major), therefore, not 
entitled for compassionate appointment. Accordingly, the 
management has prayed that the claim of the association 
be rejected being devoid of any merit. 

5. The staff association has filed rejoinder; wherein 
apart from reiterating the averments already made in the 
statement of claim has not stated nothing new. 

6. The parties filed documentary evidence in support 
of their claim. The workman examined himself whereas the 
management examined Shri K.K. Sahu, Dy. Manager in 
support of their respective stands. Parties availed the 
opportunity to cross-examine the witnesses of each other 
and forwarded oral arguments also. 

7. Heard the authorized representative of the parties 
and perused entire evidence on record. 

8. The authorized representative of the staff 
association has contended that there is scheme for 
compassionate appointment, contained in Chapter No. VII 
of Hand Book of Staff Matters and on demise of Shri B.S. 
Agarwal his wife, Smt. Mithlesh Kumar Agarwal submitted 
an application for appointment of her elder son viz. Ajay 
Agarwal on compassionate ground on 24.11.98. It is argued 
that the bank, firstly, declined the compassionate 
appointment on the ground of being overage and on 
submission of clarification by the applicant, the 
management again declined to give compassionate 
appointment to the applicant without stating any reason. 
It is also contended by the representative of the workman 
that the terminal benefits received by the workman are not 
sufficient to meet the liabilities; hence denial of 
compassionate appointment on grounds of sound 
financial situation is not just. 

9. In rebuttal, the authorized representative has 
contended that the claimant was never employed by the 
Bank and is not a member of State Bank of India staff 
Association, as such, the staff association has got no 
locus standi to raise any industrial dispute. Also, there 
exist no industrial dispute between the bank and the 
claimant. It is argued by the representative of the bank 


that the claimant, Ajay Kumar Agarwal was over age on 
the date of submitting application for compassionate 
appointment, as the required upper age in the clerical cadre 
was 26 years while the age of Ajay Agarwal was 27 years 
10 months and 24 days, therefore, he was not entitled for 
compassionate appointment. Moreover, it is also 
submitted that the widow of Late Shri B.S. Agarwal received 
a sum of Rs. 7,4,299.78 towards terminal benefits and is in 
receipt of Rs. 6865/- per month as family pension and 
Bank’s Welfare Scheme and interest of Rs. 7,500/- per 
month on terminal benefits and rental of Rs. 5000/-, 
therefore, the financial position of the claimant is sound, 
as such, no requirement for compassionate appointment. 

10. I have scanned evidence relied on by the parties in 
light of rival submissions. 

11. The Bank has come up with objection that since the 
claimant, Ajay Kumar Agarwal is neither an employee of 
the Bank nor a member of the Staff Association therefore, 
there exists no industrial dispute between the Bank and 
the claimant and also the Association has no locus standi 
to agitate the present matter. 

Admittedly, the father of the claimant viz. Late Shri 
B.S. Agarwal was the employee of the Bank and was 
member of the Staff Association; and on his sudden 
demise, the Staff Association has moved a resolution to 
contest the case of the claimant regarding compassionate 
appointment. The bank while disputing the locus standi 
of the Association has not disputed, the resolution passed 
to extend legal assistance to the family of its ex-member, 
therefore, the action initiated by a recognized trade union 
consequent to a resolution passed by its members cannot 
be held to be invalid in absence of any material proof. 

12. The first part of the schedule of reference carries a 
question as to whether the issue of compassionate 
appointment can be treated as Industrial Dispute under 
I.D. Act, 1947. The section 2 (k) of the Act defines the term 
‘industrial dispute’ as under: 

“(k) “industrial dispute” means any dispute or 
difference between employers and employers, or 
between employers and workmen, or between 
workmen and workmen, which connected with the 
employment or non-employment or the terms of 
employment or with the conditions of labour, of any 
person;” 

A bare perusal of the above definition makes it clear 
that any dispute or difference between the employers and 
workmen regarding non-employment is covered with the 
term industrial dispute. In the present case the dispute 
exists between the staff association regarding non¬ 
employment of the claimant i.e. not giving compassionate 
appointment to the claimant whose cause is being 
espoused by the staff association. Therefore, in my 
opinion the same comes with the purview of ‘industrial 
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dispute’ within the meaning of industrial dispute under 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

13. Now coming to the merits of the case, the 
management has taken plea that the claimant was over 
age on the date of application; hence not entitled for giving 
compassionate appointment. In this regard the enabling 
provisions of the scheme for appointment of dependents 
of deceased employees on compassionate grounds are as 
under: 

“7.5 Method of Appointment 

(a) Request of the appointment under the scheme 
should be received by the Bank on the prescribed 
form as per Annexure - II within one year from the 
date of death of the employee. In case the dependent 
is a minor or does not possess suitable minimum 
qualification, his/her case can be considered within 
four years of the death of the employee, to enable 
him/her to so qualify in terms of age and/or 
qualification, provided that the dependent has made 
a request to the Bank within a year of the death of 
the employee. 

(b) . 

(c) The minimum age limit in all classes will be 18 years. 
The upper age limit will be as per the practice from 
time to time for general candidates i.e. 26 years at 
present. Where no dependent of the dependent of 
the deceased employee within the prescribed age 
limit as available for employment, the Managing 
Director or Deputy Managing Director may in their 
discretion, relax the upper age limit up to a maximum 
of five years. However, in the case of widows of the 
deceased employee, there will be no upper age limit. 
In the case of dependent of Schedule Caste/Tribe 
employees, a relaxation of 5 years in the upper age 
limit, will be permissible.” 

From perusal of above guidelines, it is apparent that 
for seeking compassionate appointment; the beneficiary 
ought to make application within one year of the death of 
the bank employee. In the present case the employee viz. 
Shri B.S. Agarwal died on 22.10.1998 and the application 
for compassionate appointment was moved on 24.11.98, 
which was well within the time frame. 

14. The conditions regarding upper age limit in the 
scheme for compassionate appointment, in case of 
dependent other than wife, is 26 years. The association, 
in its pleadings has mentioned that the management vide 
their letter dated 03.07.1999 refused the compassionate 
appointment to Ajay Kumar Agarwal due to overage and 
advised to submit another application for appointment on 
compassionate ground in favour of any other member of 
family. This finds support from the oral evidence of Ajay 
Agarwal wherein he has stated that his age on 24.11.98 
was 27 years 10 months and 24 days and from the terms 


given in scheme for compassionate appointment, the upper 
age limit was 26 years. Thus, the management rightly 
rejected the application of the Ajay Agarwal for 
compassionate appointment being over age; and their 
advice to Mrs. Mithlesh Agarwal to move another 
application in favour of some other member of the family 
was just in view of the terms of scheme of compassionate 
appointment. But Smt. Mithlesh Agarwal vide her 
application dated 14.07.1999 insisted upon to appoint her 
elder son viz, Ajay Agarwal. Mrs. Mithlesh Agarwal in her 
application dated 14.07.1999 has mentioned that the upper 
age limit is 28 instead of 26; but there is no material on 
record to show that the upper age limit is 28. Even from 
the documents relied upon by the association, paper No. 
2/10 to 1/12, it is evident that the upper age limit was 26. 

15. Therefore, in view of facts and circumstances of the 
case and discussions made hereinabove, I am of 
considered opinion that the issue of compassionate 
appointment is an industrial disputes within the terms of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and the action of the 
management of State Bank of India in not giving 
compassionate appointment to Shri Ajay Agarwal S/o 
deceased employee Shri B.S. Agarwal is not unjustified. 
Accordingly, Shri Ajay Agarwal is not entitled for any 
relief. The reference under adjudication is answered 
accordingly. 

16. Award as above. 

Dr. MANJU NIGAM, Presiding Officer 

LUCKNOW 
17th June, 2014 

f##t, 13 33W, 2014 

W.3TT. 2265— 3tWlPlT< srfqfwi, 1947 (1947 

Til 14) # tqm 17 # atjjHOi # TTTTIT tuq. f #. 

3FJ#T tY # ill Rich 3 ### 7TFTR 3iklP|cb 

3#FWTi/9|Tr «4l4ld4, # #07 (## WTT 78/1997) 

# y+lPfld Wit, 13/08/2014 Tit TTO 

fSTT STTI 

[TT. TcI-22012/89/1996-3^31R (#-11)] 
#. TP. McHm, 3lf#F7R( 
New Delhi, the 13th August, 2014 

S.O. 2265. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 78/97) 
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of SECL and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 13/08/2014. 

[No. L-22012/89/1996-IR (C-II)] 
B.M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/78/97 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRI R. B. PATLE 

The Secretary, 

MPKMS(HMS), 

ChirimiriArea, 

Post Handivadi, 

Distt. Surguja (MP) .Workman/Union 

Versus 

Chief General Manager, 

Chirimiri Area of South Eastern Coalfields Ltd., 

Post West Chirimiri, 

Distt. Surguja (MP) .Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 17th day of July 2014 

1. As per letter dated 10-3-97 by the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under 
Section-10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-22012/ 
89/96-IR(C-II). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“Whether the claim of Shri Prem Sai, Shri Lai Sai, 
Shri Rup Sai and Shri Jholbahara, contract workers 
engaged as Mali at various places of Chirimiri Area 
to be regularized as mazdoors on the roll of General 
Manager, Chirimiri Area of SECL is legal and 
justified? If so, what other reliefs are these workmen 
entitled to?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to 
the parties. Workman filed statement of claim at Page 2/1 
to 2/7. The case of 1st party workman is that Prem Sai, Koal 
Bahara and Lai Sai were employed as permanent Gardner 
with Ilnd party form 1989. They were looking after 
maintenance of Garden constituted in Coal Mines at 
Bunglow of officers of Chirimiri Area, WCL. Their 
attendance were marked day to day. Their working was 
supervised and controlled by Mines Manager. Salary was 
paid directly from Mines. Thus employer employee 
relationship was existing between Ilnd party and those 
employees. That contractor M/s. Balakram was shown their 
employer. Under Contract Labour (Regulation and 
Abolition Act, 1970, the employing workers in the mines 
through contractor is prohibited. Those maalis raised their 
grievance on 28-8-94 for payment of wages as per NCWA. 
Thereafter their services were abruptly terminated without 
assigning reasons. Though the workman submits that they 
have completed more than 190 days service, they are 
entitled to be regularized in view of Section 25(B) of I.D.Act. 
They raised dispute about illegal termination of services. 


The dispute has been referred. Their workman covered 
under Section 2(B) of I.D.Act. The maalis are covered in 
Category II of Item No. 21 of nomenclature, job description 
of coal employees. For engagement of contractor, the 
contractor is required a licence for engaging contract 
labours. M/s. Balakram was not holding any licence. That 
their services are covered by NCWA. They have 
completed 5 years unblemished service. They are 
terminated without notice. On such ground workman prays 
for their reinstatement with consequential benefits. 

3. Ilnd party filed Written Statement at Page 5/1 to 
5/10. Ilnd party raised preliminary objection that the 
dispute is highly belated. With reference to ratio held in 
various cases, it is submitted that the delayed reference is 
not tenable. The terms of reference are illegal. Appropriate 
Government has gone into disputed questions while 
making reference. Management has pleaded before 
Conciliation Officer that workmen were not engaged by 
the management. It is reiterated that there is no employer 
employee relationship. Workmen were not engaged by 
Ilnd party. The reference is not tenable. 

4. Management of SECL, ChirimiriArea never engaged 
1st party workman directly or through contractor. 
Employees are covered by recommendation of Central 
Wage Board from 15-8-67. The service conditions and wage 
structure of the employees are revised from time to time. 
The persons temporarily engaged by management have 
no right. Under Mines Act, it is mandatory on management 
to make statutory record on B Register, attendance register 
in Form C, D. a person employed by management used to 
have enough proof with him about his employment. Ilnd 
party denied all adverse contentions of workman 
reiterating that the workman were not engaged by him. 
Employer employee relationship is not in existence. It is 
denied that those workmen were working as maali. On 
such contentions, Ilnd party prays for rejection of claim. 

5. Rejoinder is filed by workman at page 9/1 to 9/4 
reiterating their contentions in statement of claim. 

6. Considering pleadings on record, the points which 
arise for my consideration and determination are as under. 
My findings are recorded against each of them for the 
reasons as below:- 


(i) Whether the claim of Shri Prem 
Sai, Shri Lai Sai, Shri Rup Sai and 
Shri Jholbahara, contract workers 
engaged as Mali at various places 
of Chirimiri Area to be regularized 
as mazdoors on the roll of General 
Manager, Chirimiri Area of SECL is 
legal and justified? 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is 
entitled to?” 


In Negative 


Relief prayed 
by workmen 
are rejected. 
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REASONS 

7. Workmen are claiming regularization of their services. 
For detailed pleadings in statement of claim, workman failed 
to participate in reference. No evidence is adduced by 
workman to substantiate their claim. The evidence of 
workman is closed on 11-5-2011. 

8. Management filed affidavit of evidence of Shri A.M. 
Sen supporting contentions in Written Statement of Ilnd 
party reiterating that workmen were not engaged by Ilnd 
party. The evidence of management’s witness remained 
unchallenged. Counsel for 1st party workman declined to 
cross-examine management’s witness for want of 
instructions. Thus the claim of workman is not supported 
by any evidence about their working in Ilnd party. Evidence 
of management witness remained unchallenged. I find no 
reason to disbelieve evidence of management’s witness. 
As claim of workman is not supported by any evidence, I 
record my finding in Point No. 1 in Affirmative. 

9. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The claim of Shri Prem Sai, Shri Lai Sai, Shri Rup Sai 
and Shri Jholbahara, contract workers engaged as 
Mali at various places of Chirimiri Area to be 
regularized as mazdoors on the roll of General 
Manager, Chirimiri Area of SECL is not legal and 
proper. 

(2) Workmen are not entitled to relief claimed by them. 

10. Let the copies of the award be sent to the Government 
of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment as per rules. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

M 13 3TW, 2014 

^T.3TT. 2266—3tWlPl+ f^cTTF 1947 (1947 

14) # RTF 17 # SFpiTut F, HWR #. 
TyT # WFFT # TFFS Pi4M<*)Y 3TR F4# =64=6111 W 
3FJ5RT tY 3lk]p|cb 1%r^K 3 =6#4 HFFR 3lWlP|ch 

3#FTFW31F -4I4M4,(##»238/1992) 
# y+lRfld FRcftl,# t+l-sO’M FUbk# 13/08/2014 #T WF 
f3TT «TTI 

[FT. ^-22012/203/1992-3^3^ (#-11)] 

#. TFT. 43414=6, 3#[F7Kt 

New Delhi, the 13th August, 2014 

S.O. 2266. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 238/ 
1992) of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of WCL and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 13/08/2014. 

[No. L-22012/203/1992-IR (C-H)] 
B.M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/238/92 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRI R.B.PATLE 

Assistant Secretary, 

RKKMS(INTUC), 

PO Chandametta, 

Distt. Chhindwara .Workman/Union 

Versus 

General Manager, 

WCL, Pench Area, 

PO Parasia, 

Distt. Chhindwara (MP) .Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 11th day of July 2014 

1. As per letter dated 9-12-92 by the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under 
Section-10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-22012/ 
203/92-IR(C-II).The dispute under reference relates to: 

“Whether the action of the General Manager, WCL 
Pench Area PO Parasia, Distt. Chhindwara in not 
regularizing and appointing S/Shri S.K.Gulzar S/o 
Mehtab, Ayub S/o Nayat, Vijai S/o Harchand, Abib 
S/o Gulzar and Mohd Tahir S/o Majeed as Canteen 
workers keeping in view of their continuous services 
rendered from December 1983 till date in the canteen 
of Barkui Regional Hospital, WCL, Pench Area PO 
Parasia, Distt. Chhindwara (MP) and not paying 
them the wages according to the NCWA-III is 
justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 
to?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to 
the parties. 1st party workman filed statement of claim at 
Page 5/1 to 5/11. Case of 1st party workman is that they are 
members of RKKMS registered Trade Union for welfare of 
labours engaged by Ilnd party. That Ilnd party is engaged 
in extracting coal. For welfare and for giving medical 
treatment to these workers, the management has provided 
various hospitals in the WCL, one of such hospital is 
Barkui Regional Hospital. That one Yusif Khan was 
awarded a contract for running canteen/cafeteria at Barikui 
Regional Hospital for the period from 16-12-82 to 15-12-83. 
The contract was granted by Chief Medical officer, Pench 
Area, Burkui Regional Hospital. The conditions included 
supply of the proposed items in the cafeteria. The rates of 
the items were fixed by the management of Ilnd party. 
That 1st party workman S/Shri Gulzar, Ayub, Vijay, Abib 
and Mohd. Tahir were engaged by Yusuf Khan till the 































5816 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: AUGUST 23, 2014/BHADRA 1, 1936 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


period of contract was over. Thereafter all those workmen 
were appointed by Chief Medical officer to run canteen in 
the hospital. They were assured of absorption in service 
of WCL. However they are not absorbed in service of 
WCL. That as per provisions in Mines Act and rules framed 
thereunder, the statutory application of Ilnd party provide 
and maintain canteens for use of its employees. Workman 
were employed in canteen claims to have acquired status 
of regular employee. Workman further submits that in entire 
area of WCL, canteen services are available for workmen. 
Canteen are either maintained by canteen committee or 
contractors. The contractors used to change but workers 
remained same. The contract period was over on 15-12-83 
as per assurance given by Chief Medical officer. They 
continued to work at Burkui Regional hospital. That by 
usage and customary benefits, canteen facilities has 
become the condition of service of employees of 
management. That mining rules provide furniture and 
equipments and cleanliness, Rule 70 provides prices to be 
charged. Workman claimed that as they were working in 
Regional Hospital Burkui, they were not given benefit of 
regularizing in service. Union has referred to ratio held in 
various cases. Workman prays that Ilnd party not 
regularizing their services or absorbing in service is illegal. 
He prays for regularisation of employees as per the NCWA 
with seniority. 

3. Ilnd party filed Written Statement at Page 4/1 to 4/2. 
Claim of 1st party workman is denied. Ilnd party submits 
that reference is illegal. Reference is made in respect of 
regularization of canteen workers. The reference is illegal. 
It amounts to question of fact. The dispute between parties 
was whether employees were directly employed by 
management of WCL, whether the canteen was fun by 
management of WCL. The reference relating to 
regularization is compared to the facts in dispute. The 
question regarding relationship of employer employee and 
occupation of candidates by Shri Gulzar are involved in 
the matter. Contract of canteen was granted. While making 
reference, Govt, has exceeded its jurisdiction. 

4. Ilnd party further submits that the workmen were 
appointed following procedure. Shri Gulzar is above 60 
years of age. He was ex-employee of Ilnd party. On his age 
of superannuation, he cannot claim regularisation of his 
service. The patients and their relatives were provided 
food items at reasonable rates as there was no other facility. 
Said job was given on contract for one year on trial basis. 
CMO of Burkui Hospital had invited tender for running 
cafit area in the hospital. The contract was awarded to one 
Yusuf Khan being the lowest tenderer. It is further 
submitted that even after expiry of contract, Yusuf Khan 
did not vacate the possession of the premises. He got 
employment in Ilnd party. He was sponsored through 
employment Exchange. All material contentisons of 
workman that they acquire status of employee of Ilnd party 
and be regularised is denied. Canteen was not connected 


with mining operations. The running of hospital doesnot 
come with the prohibited category under Contract Labour 
Act. On such ground, Ilnd party prays for rejection of 
claim. 

5. Workmen/Union filed rejoinder at Page 7/1 to 7/3 
reiterating their contentions in statement of claim. He 
further submits that contract was awarded for the period 
16-12-82 to 15-12-83. It is denied that the contractor Yusuf 
Khan engaged S/Shri Gulzar Ayub, Vijaya Abib, Mohd 
Tahir as canteen workers. They have admitted that the 
space was vacated by the contractor. That Yusuf Khan 
got employment in the company having been sponsored 
through Employment Exchange. Yusuf Khan was still 
working. It is denied that claim of workmen is false and 
they are trying to enter the services of Ilnd party through 
back door entry. All adverse contentions of management 
are denied. 

6. Considering pleadings on record, the points which 
arise for my consideration and determination are as under. 
My findings are recorded against each of them for the 
reasons as below:- 

(i) Whether the action of the In Affirmative 

General Manager, WCL Pench 

Area PO Parasia, Distt. Chhindwara 
in not regularizing and appointing 
S/Shri S.K.Gulzar S/o Mehtab, 

Ayub S/o Nayat, Vijai S/o Harchand, 

Abib S/o Gulzar and Mohd Thir 
S/o Majeed as Canteen workers 
keeping in view of their continuous 
services rendered from December 
1983 till date in the canteen of 
Barkui Regional Hospital, WCL, 

Pench Area PO Parasia, Distt. 

Chhindwara (MP) and not paying 
them the wages according to the 
NCWA-III is justified? 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is Relief prayed 

entitled to?” by workmen 

are rejected. 

REASONS 

7. Workmen are claiming absorption/ regularisation of 
service in WCL. Identical affidavit of evidence are filed by 
Shri Gulzar & Sheikh Abid. Both the witnesses of 1st party 
have stated that there are 7-8 mines in Pench Area of WCL. 
When mines are covered by provisions of Mines Act, the 
facility of canteen was provided for the employees. Barkui 
Regional hospital was constructed in 1968. About 20,000 
of employees were getting benefit of said hospital. 400 
workers were working in Regional office, Burkui. Workmen 
were initially engaged by contractor Yusuf. After expiry of 
period of contract, workmen were appointed by Chief 
Medical officer of Burkui Hospital. They were assured of 
absorption in the same as WCL. They are paid 500 per 
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month whereas they are entitled to get payment as per 
NCWA. Even after completion of 10 years service, they 
are not regularised. Shri Gulzar in his cross examination 
says that he is of 60 years of age. Yusuf Khan is his son 
and Sheikh Abid is also my son. Yusuf Khan is in service 
of WCL, Sheikh Abid is not in service. That he did not 
work in WCL. He was working in hospital canteen. Canteen 
was given on contract to Yusuf Khan. Names of General 
Manager in WCL were sponsored through Employment 
Exchange. He claimed ignorance whether Committee is to 
make selection after expiry of contract period, Yusuf was 
working in WCL. His name was sponsored through 
Employment Exchange. He has retired from WCL. There 
are about 200 beds in the hospital. Canteen is at some 
distance from hospital. Tender of Yusuf Khan was lowest 
therefore contract of canteen was granted to him. In his 
further evidence in cross-examination shows the patients 
and their dependents were supplied food, milk from 
hospital canteen. No documents are produced by workman. 
That statutory canteen as provided under Mines Act. 
Evidence in cross-examination of Sheikh Abid is on the 
point that he did not make any effort for service in WCL. 
That he was working in canteen of WCL. Narayan Singh 
and Gautam were running the canteen of Burkui hospital. 
He was engaged in canteen by Yusuf Khan. The evidence 
on record doesnot show that contract was sham and 
bogus. There is absolutely no evidence that wages of 
workman were paid by WCL. In absence of such evidence, 
employee employee relationship between parties cannot 
be established. 

8. The evidence of management’s witness Shri Gulam 
Hussain is in nature of denial of claim of workman. 
Management witness in his cross-examination says there 
is provision under Mines Act for providing canteen 
facilities. Burkui hospital is not covered under Mines Act. 
He was unable to tell whether Burkui hospital was existing 
in 1968. Only labours and their relatives get treatment in 
Burkui Hospital. Salary of Doctors and Nurses, staff is 
paid by WCL. That the food items were provided to 
workman at Market value. The rates were fixed accordingly. 
Yusuf Khan is not examined as witness. Document Exhibit 
M-1 is tender notice issued by Chief Medical Officer, Burkui 
Hospital. After expiry of tender period on 15-12-83, how 
canteen was managed is not extended from evidence of 
workman. In absence of such evidence, the employer 
employee relationship between parties is not established. 
Therefore workman cannot be said employee of Ilnd party. 

9. Learned counsel for Ilnd party Shri A.K.Shashi has 
relied on ratio held in 

Case of Eagle Fashions versus Secretary Labour 
and others reported in 1999-I-LLJ-232. Their Lordship 
dealing with Section 10 held the terms should be clearly 
spelled out Factum of employment and termination itself 
in dispute. Reference cannot be made on presumptions. 
There is no application of mind. 


In present case, terms of reference relates to 
regularization of 1st party workman. The order of reference 
is not challenged. The evidence on record is not sufficient 
to prove relationship of employer employee between the 
parties. The ratio held in the case cannot be applied to the 
present case. 

In ratio relied in case of Municipal Committee, Tauru 
and Harpal Singh and another reported in 1999-1-LLI-1038. 
Their Lordship of Apex Court held evidence tendered in 
Court should be based on claim statement. Courts will 
have to be alter on this. Inconsistent stand of party in 
Court will not bring any result. 

As in pleading in Statement of claim, any 
inconsistency is not brought in notice, the ratio in above 
case cannot be applied to case at hand. 

Copy of Award in Case No. R/8/97 is also produced. 
The facts of present case are not comparable as initially 
workmen were engaged by contractor Yusuf Khan. 
Whereas workman in above referred case was employee 
of the management of Bank. There was no contract 
involved in above said case. Evidence in present case is 
not sufficient to establish the employer employee 
relationship between parties. Therefore the ratio cannot 
be beneficially applied to case at hand. 

Ratio held in case of Incharge Officer and another 
versus Shankar Shetty reported in 2011(1) MPLJ-11 on 
point of awarding compensation to meet ends of justice. 
In said case compensation 1 Lakh was awarded. 

Ratio held in case of Hindustan Aeronautics Ltd. 
Versus Dan Bahadur Singh and others reported in 2007(6) 
Supreme court Cases 207 cannot be applied to present 
case at hand as facts are not available. Those cases are 
related to regularization, absorption. 

10. Learned counsel for workman relies on ratio held in 
case of Case of Parimal Chandra Raha versus LIC of India 
reported in 1995-LAB.I.C-3064. Their Lordship dealing with 
point when canteen workers become employee of 
management held provisions of Factories Act is statutorily 
obligatory on the employer to provide and maintain canteen 
for the use of his employees, the canteen becomes a part 
of the establishment and therefore the workers employed 
in such canteen are employees of the management. The 
canteen become part of the establishment and the workers 
working in the canteen, the employees of the management. 
The obligation to provide a canteen has to be distinguished 
from the obligation to provide facilities to run canteen. 
The canteen run pursuant to the latter obligation, doesnot 
become a part of the establishment.” 

In present case, there is no evidence on record that 
the canteen run on contract was statutory canteen as per 
Mines Act. In absence of such evidence, workman cannot 
be said employees of Ilnd party WCL. 






5818 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: AUGUST 23, 2014/BHADRA 1, 1936 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


In case between M.M.R. Khan versus Union of India 
reported in AIR 1990 Supreme Court 937. Their Lordship 
dealing with Railway canteen statutory and recognized 
employees held the employees in statutory candidates of 
Railway will have to be treated as Railway employees but 
not employees in non-statutory non-recognised Unions. 

As evidence in present case doesnot show that the 
canteen run by management was statutory canteen 
established as per Mines Act, the ratio held in above case 
cannot be benefitially applied to the case at hand. For 
reasons discussed above, I record my finding in Point 
No.l in Affirmative. 

11. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The action of the General Manager, WCL Pench 
Area PO Parasia, Distt. Chhindwara in not 
regularizing and appointing S/Shri S.K.Gulzar S/o 
Mehtab, Ayub S/o Nayat, Vijai S/o Harchand, Abib 
S/o Gulzar and Mohd Thir S/o Majeed as Canteen 
workers keeping in view of their continuous services 
rendered from December 1983 till date in the canteen 
of Barkui Regional Hospital, WCL, Pench Area PO 
Parasia, Distt. Chhindwara (MP) and not paying 
them the wages according to the NCWA-III is proper. 

(2) Relief prayed by union is rejected. 

12. Let the copies of the award be sent to the Government 
of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment as per rules. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

4| fft44l, 13 37W, 2014 

W.3TT. 2267.—3||^lR|ch fftcng 3#m, 1947 (1947 
44 14)^STRT 17 ^ TE44T 4JT. ^ft. 3 Jt£ 

^ 44444 ^ 445 frrDBFf 3TR 444 4 #4 

SFJsfa 3 3tWlP|cb fsTTK 3 4^4 7E4R 3tWlPl4> 

3#l4W?m -4I4M4, (tMWIT 172/2003) 

44 ycblRfld 4Tcftl, 4ftt£^fa fP0K44 13/08/2014 44 TF4 
137T an I 

[71. 474-22012/354/2000-3TK (n^-II) ] 

ftt. TTR. 944140, 574 3#)4Kt 

New Delhi, the 13th August, 2014 

S.O. 2267. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 172/ 
2003) of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of FCI and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 13/08/2014. 

[No. L-22012/354/2000-IR (CM-II)] 

B.M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/172/2003 

Presiding Officer: SHRI R.B .PATLE 

Shri Rammurthi Mishra, 

Chairman, 

Bhartiya Khadya Nigam Mazdoor Congress (INTUC), 

29, Vijaynagar (Chhapar), 

Rampur, Distt. Jabalpur .Workman/Union 

Versus 

Distt. Manager, 

Food Corporation of India, 

Distt. Office, Rite Town, 

Jabalpur 

Managing Director, 

Food Corporation of India 
Barakhamba Lane, 

New Delhi. 

Sr. Regional Manager, 

Food Corporation of India, 

Regional office, Chetak Complex, 

Maharanapratap Nagar, 

Habibganj, Bhopal (MP) .Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 21st day of July 2014 

1. As per letter dated 22-10-03 by the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under 
Section-10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-22012/ 
354/2000-IR(CM-II). The dispute under reference relates 
to: 

"4JT m TTET, TRrTRJ 745 f^FTH 45*4 gftfHl (^^54?) 
4) URT WET HKcTlH 745 Rm, f^FcTT 71445 gTTT 
3ft ^i47cHlcH TJTgcf T4 15 3F5 4ft4l7l 7ft 18.05.1996 
4ft3RDf7^HidRd 57ftft5g4: 21.12.96 5)75141575 
Tig - 47-1 eft ftftg 4 ft 3T4fsft 44 ftcFT 4ft 4T4 

-4141 Rid t ? 4fft gf, eft TftftftcT 5^547 SFjcftr 

44 t)54K t ?" 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to 
the parties. 1st party workman filed statement of claim at 
page 4/1 to 4/19. Claim of all those 16 workmen pertains to 
the wages for the period 18-5-96 to 21-12-96. The order of 
their transfer was issued and order of transfer was 
cancelled and they were allowed to join duties at Jabalpur 
depot. Very exhaustive pleadings are submitted by 
workmen that workmen No. 2 to 16 working as mazdoor at 
FCI Depot, Raipur, Distt. Jabalpur. They were working in 
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said depot during 1967 to 1973. 1st party No.l is office 
bearer of INTUC Union. That from 1989 onwards, 
appointing handling and transport contractors was 
discontinued, mate system was introduced. From 
1-11-1990, 69 FCI depots from country were 
departmentalized. It is alleged after discussion with rival 
Union G.S.Jaina Group, FCI issued transfer order dated 
24-11-95 whereby 37 mazdoor from Jabalpur were 
transferred at FCI depot. Labours refused to report the 
places of transfer. As the dispute pertains to recovery of 
wages for period given above, only the facts are briefly 
narrated on other incidental matters. Transfer order was 
challenged by labours filing Writ Petition 3951/95. It is 
submitted that the Hon’ble High Court was pleased to 
direct Ilnd party to departmentalize petitioners in the 
services of the corporation and the only the petitioner’s 
services become transferable. It is submitted that in mate 
system, mazdoors working under mate were paid wages 
by mate. The mazdoors were not treated regular employees 
of the corporation. Appointment orders were not issued 
in favour of the applicants. In Para-15 , argument advanced 
by counsel for Ilnd party is narrated. That settlement 
arrived between management and representative of 
workers Union with regard to departmentalization of 
mazdoor has been recommended to Jabalpur Division. The 
petitioners have been departmentalized and most of the 
benefits available to the directly recruited employees of 
the management are not available to the mate labours. 
That Hon’ble High Court dismissed Writ petition No. 3951/ 

95 on 17-5-96. Workman was served legal notice on 22-5- 

96 requesting implementation of order dated 17-5-96. In 
above writ petition with respect to commitment made by 
Ilnd party for departmentalization of services of 
corporation. Said legal notice granted relief to the workmen 
by issue orders of appointment regularizing/ 
departmentalizing the workmen, issue posting orders in 
favour of the applicants as regular employees of FCI, grant 
regular pay scale, fixation of pay w.e.f. from date of issue 
of notification dated 1-11 -90. It is submitted that after orders 
passed in 3951/95, the 1st party workmen were not allowed 
to enter the premises. That Ilnd party complied with the 
order passed by the High Court. 

3. The 1st party workman filed contempt petition 159/96. 
After hearing the contempt petition was disposed off on 
10-7-96. Some brething time should have been allowed to 
the respondents to comply with order dated 17-5-96. The 
contempt petition was fixed on 5-6-96. The contempt 
petition was disposed with direction to the respondents 
to comply with the order and the commitment before the 
Hon’ble High Court. Workman issued legal notice on 
17-7-96,28-7-96. After expiry of one month’s period narrated 
by Hon’ble High Court, Ilnd party did not pass any order 
in pursuance of the order passed by Hon’ble High Court. 
Ilnd party issued memo dated 6-8-96 allowing benefits of 
direct payment system to the workman from 1-1-1994. It 


was deliberately done to circulate the order dated 17-3-96 
by Hon’ble High Court. It is further submitted that workmen 
were not allowed to discharge their duties. They were made 
to stand outside the gate. The workmen were not paid 
their salary from 18-5-96. Workman filed contempt petition 
246 of 1996. Workman have also narrated about filing MCC 
No. 591/96,589/96 for review of order dated 17-5-96 in WP 
No. 3951/95 and 589/96 by order dated 18-10-96. In 
contempt petition 264/96 Hon’ble High Court imposed fine 
of Rs. 2000 against Ilnd party. MCC 589/96 was dismissed 
with cost of Rs. 2000.1st party workman served legal notice 
on 25-10-96 after judgment in contempt Petition 264/96. 
Divisional Bench of High Court took up both petitions 
and miscellaneous appeal. The appeals give with proposal 
for cancelling transfer order dated 19-10-95. Workman 
submitted to formulate uniformity of transfer keeping in 
view the principles of last come first go. 

4. Ilnd party cancelled transfer order on 18-12-96. 
Workmen were allowed to resume duties. Repeated round 
of litigations and orders passed in those orders are 
reiterated by 1st party workman and it is emphasized that 
because of transfer order, they were prevented from 
attending their duties. Transfer order is quashed. Therefore 
they are entitled to wages required for the period 18-5-96 
to 21-12-96 from Ilnd party. 

5. Ilnd party filed Written Statement at Page 7/1 to 
7/17. The round of litigation between parties is not 
disputed. Ilnd party submits that workmen are interpreting 
the order passed by Hon’ble High Court in Writ petition 
No. 3951/95 dated 17-5-96. Ilnd party management has 
also pleaded about the corporation established under act 
of 1965. Handling and transport contractors were engaged. 
The contractors were engaging their labours. From 1989, 
mate system was introduced. Payment was made therefore 
mate from 1994 direct payment system are introduced. 
However it is emphasized that there was no employer 
employee relationship. The filing of contempt petition No. 
159/96 and order passed therein. In Petition 246 of 1996, 
order passed therein on 18-10-96 are ot disputed. Filing of 
miscellaneous application of 1342/95 is not disputed. Ilnd 
party has denied material contentions of workman. When 
direct payment system was introduced from 1 -1 -1994, there 
was no employer employee relationship. However Regional 
Manager had power to transfer those workers as work 
was not available at Jabalpur depot. 37 workers were 
transferred working in Gang 1,2,3,9. The counsel for 
workman admitted that they were not workers nor members 
of service cadre of FCI. There were no contract of service 
in view of admission. Writ petition was dismissed on 17-5-96. 
It is further submitted that the submissions made by Shri 
S.C. Jain counsel for FCI before High Court in Writ petition 
No. 3951/95 . The submissions made by Shri Jain were 
reviewed by substituting, departmentalization means 
workers under direct payment system. That the claim of 
workman is beyond scope of the agreement dated 1-11-1994. 
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Workmen have put remedy under Section 15 of P.W.Act. 
workmen are not entitled to wages claimed by them on 
principle of no work, no pay. Ilnd party prayed for rejection 
of his claim. 

6. Considering pleadings on record, the points which 
arise for my consideration and determination are as under. 
My findings are recorded against each of them for the 
reasons as below:- 

(i) “Whether the demand of workers 
Union in FCI(INTUC) for wages 
of Shankarlal and 15 other workers 
for the period 18-5-96 till 21-12-96 
as transferred and said order was 
cancelled is justified? 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is 
entitled to?” 

REASONS 

7. In support of their claim, 1st party workman filed 
identical affidavit of evidence of Shri Ram Singh, 
Radhesham. In their affidavit both of them have narrated 
about changing methods for engaging labours at different 
types, engaging contract labours, mate system, direct 
payment system for handling and transport work. They 
have also referred to the submissions made by Shri H.C.Jain 
Advocate for Ilnd party in Application No. 3951/95. Legal 
notice was served by workmen praying to issue posting 
orders of workman as regular employee of FCI and fixing 
their scale. The question of departmentalization or fixation 
of pay of those workmen is not the point involved for 
decision in present reference. Present reference is related 
to limited question whether after transfer order was 
cancelled, workmen are entitled to wages for the period of 
issuing transfer order till they were allowed on duty. Shri 
Ram Singh in his cross-examination says that he was not 
among the workers transferred. He is supporting cause of 
other workers being office bearer of Union. Radhesham in 
his cross-examination says alongwith him, mazdoor Union 
were transferred. He was transferred thrice remaining 
workers in the gang. He corrected that he was transferred 
twice. Ilnd party he was transferred alongwith gang 
members to Mahasamund. They had not joined at places 
of their transfer. Therefore during 18-5-96 to 21 -12-96. The 
course of litigation of orders passed by Hon’ble High Court 
in Writ Petition, contempt Petition, Miscellaneous 
application are not disputed. 

8. Management’s witness Shri Mrinal Singh also stated 
exhaustive facts about different modes of engaging labour. 
He denied employer employee relationship. He has also 
referred to the orders passed in Writ petition, contempt 
petition. The copies of orders are produced on record. In 
his cross-examination he says Sr. Regional Manager has 
power to transfer those labours. Copy of order in Writ 
petition No. 3951/95 produced at Exhibit W-l refers. Para-6 
of the order refers to the submissions made by Shri S.C.Jain 


counsel for Respondent No. 1 that on the other hand, it is 
contented that settlement arrived at between the 
management and representative of workers Union with 
regard to departmentalization of workers has been 
extended to Jabalpur depot and petitioners have been 
departmentalized and most of the benefits available to the 
directly recruited employees of the management which 
are not available to the mate labours have been made 
admissible to the workers of Jabalpur depot. In para-8, their 
Lordship discussed since the petitioners have been 
departmentalised and facilities available to the directly 
recruited employees have been extended to the 
departmentalized mazdoors as per terms of settlement 
between management and workers Union cannot be 
allowed to resist their transfer when there is no sufficient 
work for them at Jabalpur. With such clarification, the writ 
petition was dismissed without cost. Exhibit W-1A is copy 
of order passed in contempt Petition 159/96. It was 
observed that respondents are directed to honour their 
commitment made in Court for departmentalizing the 
petitioners of Jabalpur Depot and extend the benefits of 
departmentalised mazdoors within a period of one month 
as per terms of settlement or the order. Exhibit 7-1(B) is 
copy of order passed in contempt petition 264/95. Ilnd 
party was convicted and sentenced to pay fine of 
Rs. 2000 Exhibit W-1 (C) is copy of order passed in MCC 
589/96 dismissing proceeding with cost Rs. 2000. Exhibit 
W-2 is copy of legal notice sent by workers. Exhibit W-2A 
is copy of legal notice dated 28-7-96 sent by workmen. 
Exhibit W-2(b) is also copy of legal notice. Exhibit W-3 is 
order of posting dated 6-8-96 in pursuance of order passed 
in Writ petition 3951/91. Exhibit W-7 is copy of notification. 
W-8 is copy of facts of posting order. Exhibit W-10,11 re 
copies of contempt petition and reply to the legal notice. 
W-12iscopy of order in Writ petition No. 3708. Identical 
set of documents are also filed by Ilnd party. 

9. Written notes of arguments are submitted by Ilnd 
party. Evidence of parties clearly demonstrate that the 
transfer order issued by Ilnd party was cancelled and the 
workmen were allowed to join duty. After receiving transfer 
orders till the workmen were allowed to join their duty, 
workmen were not allowed to enter depot premises. They 
were prevented from discharging duty. The order of transfer 
of the workmen No. 2 to 16 is cancelled after the same was 
challenged by the workman. For one or the other reason, 
the transfer order seems to be implemented and workmen 
had not accepted the order of their transfer to other places. 
When the order of transfer has been cancelled, the 
principles of no work no pay cannot be applied in such 
case. Because of the order of transfer which was 
subsequently cancelled, the workmen were unable to 
attend their duties. It was consequence of the order of 
transfer issued by Ilnd party therefore Ilnd party is bound 
to pay wages of workmen 2 to 16 for the period 18-5-96 to 
21-12-96. For above reasons, I record my finding in Point 
No.l. 


Demand for 
wages for 
workmen 2 to 
16 is justified. 


As per final 
order. 
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10. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) Demand of workmen is j ustified with respect to the 
workmen 2 to 16. 

(2) Ilnd party is directed to pay wages to workmen 2 to 
16from 18-5-96 to21-12-96. 

Amount as per above order shall be paid to workman 
within 30 days from the date of notification of award. In 
case of default, amount shall carry 9 % interest per annum 
from the date of award till its realization. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

13 33W, 2014 

eRT.3Tr. 2268—4k)Pl* 3#rfwi, 1947 (1947 

14) 4Y erra 17 ^ SFpiTUI WR 4t 

-q^r. ^ wrki 4r 4rg; fkk*)' 44 * 4*111 4r 44r 

33^'er 4' 4k)Pi* 4 4k)Pi* 

344*W9R^I*d* (4k 41541 149/1998) 

*4 W*lF4ld *lkt,kk#4BT*R*Tl 13/08/2014 *4 W7T 
fSTT STTI 

[4. TTrr-22012/219/1997-a^33R ( 4471 - 11 )] 

4t. TJT. McHId*, 3#F*l4 

New Delhi, the 13th August, 2014 

S.O. 2268. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 149/98) of 
the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of WCL and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 13/08/2014. 

[No. L-22012/219/1997-IR (CM-II)] 

B.M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/149/98 

Presiding Officer: SHRI R.B .PATLE 
Shri Peerkhan, 

Somnath Ward No. 24, Rajura, 

Post & Tehsil Rajura, 

Distt. Chandrapur, 

Chandrapur (MS) .Workman 

Versus 

Sub Area Manager, 

WCL. Sasti Sub Area, PO Sasti, 

Tehsil Rajura, 

Distt. Chandrapur (MS) .Management 


AWARD 

Passed on this 17th day of July, 2014 

1. As per letter dated 22-7-1998 by the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under 
Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-22012/ 
219/97/IR(CM-II). The dispute under reference relates to: 

"Whether the action of the management of Sub Area 
Manager, M/s. WCL, Sasti, Distt. Chandrapur in not 
reinstating a contract worker namely Shri Peer Khan 
S/o Shri Kedarkhan Pathan is legal, proper and 
justified? If not, to what relief is the workman entitled 
and from which date? What other directions are 
necessary in the matter?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to 
the parties. 1st party workman submitted statement of claim 
at Page 2/1 to 2/5. Case of workman is that Ilnd party No.l 
had given a contract of the canteen and plantation in the 
building compound at Sasti Open Cast Mines, Sasti, Tehsil 
Rajura, Distt. Chandrapur to Ilnd party No.2 in the year 
1993-94.Ilnd party No.3 was given contract for the same 
during the subsequent period. Ilnd party No.3 is running 
the canteen. Workman was engaged by contractor Shri 
Madhukar H.Nagrale. He was paid fixed wages Rs.56.50 
per day. Workman was given job of canteen boy and 
maintenance plantation near the canteen. That about 50 
plants were required to be maintained by him. The work of 
cleaning, sweeping the canteen as well as cleaning the 
utensils etc. was being done by Smt. Madanubai Martu 
and Savitribai who were not contractor’s employees. 
Workman submits that he was working more than 240 days 
from 13-5-93 to 20-7-94. His services were terminated from 
21-7-94 by oral order. He was not paid compensation, notice 
pay. Therefore termination of his service is illegal. That he 
is unemployed after termination of his service. He prays 
for his reinstatement with consequential benefits. 

3. Ilnd party filed Written Statement at Page 9/1 to 9/6. 
Ilnd party denied claim of workman contending that 
workman was not engaged by the management of WCL, 
Sasti Opencast Mines. There is no employer employee 
relationship. There was no question of termination of his 
service. The reference is not legal. Workman is not entitled 
for reinstatement. Ilnd party submits that recruitment in 
public sector is made following recruitment rules calling 
names from Employment Exchange. Committee constituted 
for recruitment examines eligibility of candidates. 
Successful candidates are selected. It is reiterated that 
the workman was not engaged by contractor. Work was 
awarded to contractor as welfare facility. Working is not 
of permanent nature. The contractor was directed to make 
labour payment as per Minimum Wages Act. The wages 
were paid by contractor. Work was also supervised by 
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contractor. Tender notice was issued for signing contract. 
Workman not completed 240 days service. On such ground, 
Ilnd party prays for rejection of claim. 

4. Workman filed rejoinder at Pages 10/1 to 10/2 
reiterating his contention in statement of claim. 

5. Considering pleadings on record, the points which 
arise for my consideration and determination are as under. 
My findings are recorded against each of them for the 
reasons as below:- 

(i) “Whether the action of the mana¬ 
gement of Sub Area Manager, 

M/s. WCL, Sasti, Distt. Chandra¬ 
pur in not reinstating a contract 
worker namely Shri Peer Khan 
S/o Shri Kedarkhan Pathan is 
legal and justified? 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is 
entitled to?” 

REASONS 

6. Workman is challenging termination of his service 
for non-compliance of Section 25-F. He was not paid 
retrenchment compensation. Notice was not given to him. 
That he was engaged by contractor find party No.2, after 
completion of contract he was working with Ilnd party 
No.3 with consent of Ilnd party No. 1. 

7. Affidavit of evidence is filed by workman. It is stated 
that he has completed 240 days service. The contractor 
Shri Madhukar H.Nagrale had issued a experience 
certificate. That workman used to prepare tea and Chiwda 
(Namkeen) and run the canteen as well as to look after the 
plantation in the canteen area. In his cross-examination 
workman says Shri Madhukar H.Nagrale was given 
contract of plantation. That Shri Raman Tiwari was running 
canteen. Period of contract of Madhukar was from 
13-5-93 to 26-12-93 about period of 7 months. Workman 
claims ignorance when contract was given to Raman 
Tiwari. He further says that Madhukar H.Nagrale had 
engaged him in work. He was paying his wages. Shri Sunil 
Canteen Manager was giving him instruction of work. Shri 
Nagrale continued him on work during his contract period. 
Thereafter he continued to work. He further says that 
contractor had provided him work. He was working as 
labour. After contract period of Shri Madhukar H.Nagrale 
ended, he was not provided job. Contractor Shri Madhukar 
H.Nagrale is not party to the proceeding. Workman has 
not produced any document about working with Shri 
Madhukar H.Nagrale. Entire evidence of workman shows 
that he was engaged by contractors and working under 
contractor. There is no evidence that the workman was 
engaged by those contractors with prior approval of WCL. 


8. Ilnd party filed affidavit of witness Shri RamBihari 
Mishra, Manager. He denied working of workman as 
employee of WCL. Management’s witness says that 
management of WCL awarded contract to Shri Madhukar 
H.Nagrale for execution of work, maintenance of plants at 
Canteen Campus for the year 1993-94. He denies that Shri 
Madhukar H.Nagrale was running the canteen. He further 
says that the canteen is statutory requirement by WCL 
directly. Employees working in canteen are regular 
employees as per NCWA. In his cross-examination, 
management’s witness says he was appointed at Sasti 
project in 1992. He worked in August 1998. The original 
work order is produced on record marked Exhibit M-1. The 
contract period of Shri Madhukar H.Nagrale is shown six 
months for maintenance of plants at canteen campus. The 
approximate expenditure is shown Rs. 10,046. Thus 
evidence of management’s witness is corroborated by 
document Exhibit M-1. The evidence of 1st party workman 
is not supported by any document. In written notes of 
argument submitted by learned counsel for workman, it is 
emphasized that the contractor engaged workman on 
13-5-93. Workman was preparing snacks, tea. Workman 
was working till 20-7-94 and he completed more than 240 
days. However the document Exhibit M-l Work Order 
shows contract of Shri Madhukar H.Nagrale was only for 
six months for maintenance of canteen premises. The 
evidence of workman about completing more than 240 days 
working is not supported by documents. There is no 
evidence about contract given to Shri Madhukar H.Nagrale 
was bogus and sham. Ilnd party No.l was co-employee. 
In absence of such evidence, it is not proved that Ilnd 
party No. 1 WCL engaged workman or terminated him from 
service. Therefore I record my finding in Point No.l in 
Affirmative. 

9. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) Workman was not engaged nor terminated by WCL 

Ilnd party No. 1. Termination of workman is not in 

violation of Section 25-F of I.D. Act. 

(2) Workman is not entitled to relief prayed by him. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

of PpOOT, 13 33W, 2014 

RT.3TT. 2269—4kl Pi* fRRR 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 
*T 14) R>t RK1 17 ^ sgHTJT 4, trqr. 41. snf 

4r tr'err eft rrs Pi4k*Y 3TE *4*10 4r 44r, 

sfjrr 4 444^ 4klPi* 4 rk 4' 4klPi* 

3#R7weR rrtrr, ^ w (4r4 wrr 72 / 2006 ) 

*4 W*lF4ld RTcftt.k^444 *4 13/08/2014 *THITT 

f33T RTI 

[4. TRT-22012/141 /2005-Sfff 3TR (4tTP-II)] 

4t. TO. McHId*, TO* 3#R7Rt 


In Affirmative 


Workman is not 
entitled to any 
relief. 
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New Delhi, the 13th August, 2014 

S.O. 2269. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 72/2006) 
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Jaipur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of Food Corporation of India 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government 
on 13/08/2014. 

[No. L-22012/141/2005-IR (CM-II)] 
B.M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer 

vxfUJc 

cKhzh; ljdcjM<S|ksfiiivf&rij.k,caL]feU;k;ty;] 
t; dqj iz±j .k la- 7202006 

HcjrikJVfe;] ifldhuvSd^jn 

jsQjsUl ua-^22012/141/2005-311^IR(#3iT-II) 
fixkad 27/07/2006 

Shri Mangilal Medhwal 
S/o Shri Daulaji Medhwal, 

R/o Gholi Magri, Post-Ghasa, Tehsil-Mawli, 

Distt.- Udaipur (Rajasthan) 

Y/s. 

1. The District Manager, 

Food Corporation of India, 

Udaipur (Rajasthan) 

\d^FH®±rp]s % Jidiikizl]<n r ld<Z&,M3<s^/ 

%j^357% 

fixfcd% 27-06-2314 

1. cHMv ljdcj }k^\i<S|k36dfixkriv&fu;e] 1947di 
dd<jkl0mi^4qjkl [kJMf(2^ds\Ub^fiij<ad274D7-2306ds 
AfcrB'k 1 s i 7Fi "krfrrknckA kFkkj ij ;giz±j .kU;k;fiikZ;ug3cq 
JaSEkrc^cSMt; ljdrj }kj < i 7 fT krffrk nfi R r r~cf5r£ 

2. “Whether the action of the management of Food 
Corporation of India, Udaipur in terminating the 
services of Shri Mangilal Medhwal w.e.f. 3.4.2002 
vide their order dated 10-9-2002, is legal and justified ? 
If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

3. \ksiafiij<a&31-l-2X7esafiT , sx;siF;ksacfevugl]<rj 
laE {klrr% i24THZ, JfeickcFkuc^ fflcgfhLjkhds fu;kstuesa 
gSJyf^ax Jfed] j&xtB— 8ds dnij fi^-cprcjcsdj fu;:feraBdkj 
EkkvkSj {k; jksclsih0^<^a£\J<^\ii]d^lsfcKr6&7^jB 
lsviik\f>d3-jkxck]gktc^^ ,ca\iiiJ!/esaH<i±E jgsds 
dgj J<fci{kbek 


4 idTkHki Kfh l<Fri74-Q-2TFd<F;M",-aTii jvqjfTFkr jjKcT; 

]JIHZ^,didTKlk^=:£i{kx^ 
6s7digk5a]smlddl^U^^ cMhesap/tBdsdqjJc 
og\ziiiT]NF;vihe5aiiiEB^^ 

cfei{kesatkjn^£Hh; i^.k^=,Gack;ZdjiB ;ksX; c^sjsIs 
]Rffl<rIdEkdci^d^L==dijz 67 }acte , l#j 2 i , Elo 2 sai==(± 
IkEHa^MicjA 

8 &{Hn}kj<fixl^l4-8-23Edsi2€l4EdsdqJ<ad<^ 

G<5fVLti<jhffl;kx;k0d<:ft±kfc^ 

cksMEMrE}kj<to{ITx.kd^l ^iTrq -tU;k> 9 TAitef\/l fhfe#i- 

14-8-23C2 , cb trknfh hard 2R-8-23fPdn i 7fr ;kaAr^karl FFkZ 

iisMrH£cijMcZHTii2TlTEi^viiBfeksa,CHi^d^elsviiB 
vugffik jg^<±ISi&esa\o<rdik;kEWcfii{k; jtedsihfMir 
cfci TYTri<j.kng\r qiffFk r jjjjgfAidFITZ }kj<£i{lTKk;d<stfetk 
x;ki=fii3g&14-9-23Ed2n4^i2€l<ZI<&L==ciMkla^Mj<^A 
\tes MEktZck ;gc^<^£M',*vSJiJs\xqflBr jgsck ;qfH;cp: 
ckj.k<jssg5 HWhIail}iU23Ecte\te 
dslsdHprdj fn;kAAkrR f k fri hard 10-Q-23fPdi i 7fr i 7n 

6 \ksid®iZck ;gcfku<^fii^{H3ci\dTul3d<;\c®c<± 

riGj<uMHTZdil3d^ jdF)ifiHi£;rk 

, chiRl jrk Isvirkde ffl;kEH<Ai2®TE ij dTiiH<h<±kplcj ds 
\kjsiiijHiJB] \ISj ddTlTa^irfJ^d^ik] esgx] ^Hu,cabSud<jn. 
l.SA/it h IsrigaiT AT dF kcjKH KAJGjM-,-vM6d} Kesa 1 {1 <rc|kfi Fsda 
nijliti2^]iUi^F,*vWiij j [kjsckfy, :M{kMsdddd<jdi3:[ki 
fuaaxi fd;k vkSj frukad 14-1-2003 o2-7-2003 cks fjf [kr 
jdBak£L=HlifiT;k] ^skiridRllZdslak^ddliijH^k^lA 
idT]lUi^iiD^kHii5ae5a\xijfTkrjgBdidgJ<;ak;kEW<®i 
Bthmls ddldgZ ij u^fy;kx;kA 

7 \tedd®Zdsc^<^ffll3ddse|ld^lsMZjdRHrZds 
d^iibilu^arh^ iJ<^A(±a^d^e5ktia4BfT;k^;k 
\k^l®lha5kfkiI4iij[^afiTk^kft]<±i^J4^:]kjd^H:Zd3 
IsdcejD^ggk] ’kiU; ,ca£J t iiIkhc^^ffli^Q^kc|3fiidT14Z 
dsdfii B^HlH4idvZjrc^\kSj dd411Zdsl3±lsfijdgtB<±d<n 
\U; Q;fllr;ksadsHlifj;c^Trli^h<^] }± dxkjvkSIksSdfbckn. 
vfgkfu;edid4qjk25&,Q ,ca23^dafl4a2<uffl;kx;k<^ ! L;g 
Hlidj^^k^fiiiikiqksacbdptekaklQnjt^ELBcfedcjJc 

}kjkfiI^2A7-23ffidsfiiknj^W<^i3g\kS|ks6d 
I T;k;kf^kdj .kcte i 7rf"krfd;kx;k fhlckv qilgnFffl i }kjk 
jdFMi^jdiq±j;ktkjj^<^4k;k®dibdsfijJZ;}B2j^kr 
firi<ni7n1<7il7i7kJ<ZkG=d^lk%l^Mig7\l.srTf?jTyd nfTlFk l.q 
dd^l4RGgkEl^^\z%jdT]^c^fiJ3±Q^dsAkrB , kfiij<ad 
JD-9-2I2dsfji[rdi dd^BTkksigfeJslc e^ d i&ffl dsGaii 
,ca\U; ^4kl^l3d<esadblT/;stkus(±id , 'jk;(±ilk,A 
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8 fci{fe.kdri]^lsd<rikd^fiij<a&l-l()-2X)7d<s 

ddjn^c^&{ITid<dnz^]sdd^HrEdriid€I^J^^ddjrjl] 2 ] 
3] 5] 6] 7] 8] 9] 10] 11] 12] 13] ol4(icH<ud<s\ijddcjfid;k 
x;k(j7\ i7lr j 15dslEIikesacytx;kg3 ;g {ks=kfitekj Is 
!FdT H<rd<i Mh(4^k(^fTld^trk^.cTiAln f ;(irki ij^gT Xidr j 
4ilEi&^c^^k(^£±i2^krEdsfiTJ^148-2I2dsils6ZL 
BsbJsekrF; Idnckj <^is£U ;gdte\£jdndtj <^idniusfhted 
28-7-2X2d<S'td<c izl Tq~fr1;1<Afri tori 14-8-2T2d<si ks&Zl rk 
fn teri .30-8-2002 rri trkn i 7l rg r dji k Fkk ftldcrribjs (teTZ 
tilci2lKgT4Hfij;k] ]±f^sfiitedlO@H-8120[Eds^ 
,EE^*es^7!41&s6^\l»Ej/2,D/1916cfe\liZxr 10-9-2CC2ds 
dtstelsfiiedilstelsidffiEdscDtelirjfi^ }kj< 

vies i 7kFk7i k&i=rfc i 7l rf J<2fififcdick±Z iTfrfy Fi 

9 vfi±prcfkusa&{kKj<d^c^<^fiii2EHEfii{kKJc 
cfefi^febjesauj^cpjfeafddgJt^^ 
riustrfcu^frvkrks fitted11-9-2002cksrrils Istesfidj 
fii;kx;tetej l.srkfqfiyckAksl<r nlrk To;arkirsi jfkTkx;k 
rBd<fiTtei3-l>202ds^^ Idfkj i=«aH<hixfitedj]<;k 
x;k\bLtetej idkEteZck ;gdiku^gSag<£jyi} 0 xJMcfe :1k 
sasfi^kduesac^] Ejtecfific] agfi^fer :lkteuaddgc£\kSj 
umk±offi3cj <^sub<± iz'u^l 

10- i2EkEdrlsdgafiii^lT^232dsldlIr(±i^h<^ii^ 
dg^dkh$H<hnil^^ ijuiks\od<; , k 

id^kZd<sA=fin;kufilIhisicj dc jksd^c.k&i=fin;k\l<Sj u 
v3dcTcLdrd y rc^k]al^;sid^]dEd<s {k; joc^susdeeiku 
\ldttejg3\k3j {k; jksc^<s^choy<iiilk5&6^cfed<nvAfa 
thcxi^itAx<+hx;hg31 

Hr fiilad24-9-2C!12dsid04E jkjtuqifiTkr jgsd3lEiJ=k 
e5afte{kxfeMEKltei=rBsddtexB^^ 

H-9-20C2 Is d^^fiol<adlI-^20C2d<smldilsdyald<Ir 
c^]±i^]±^sfiil£d248-2I2dsi24kZl&k=raBckiz , u(^i 
u^ifikAidrjSsacfJardsriTaioisil^fciikcksE^cfe 
l^u^3ni^^<^-hx;Hlfisj^l4-8-23C2 dsfii{kjkj< 
MEkffidsiteBfitl^ <^^s6Ui2€k£i^mlds1ite 

fiv*k ;gd<rIdxlgij^^4]<sa6±fiiIell4-8^0[EdiiksBZlesa 
fitted30-8-23C2 irifijeddjqxtj^^ 
i si aj ^idTT j-fr];khlfy;sfn krI11-Q4TfP.d^kTi4<lsi7l4Wdi 
l.trk l(4cTr(tjrhx;TT\T^FRfT;igrj 4esackf J<2rizn , kZS3o4di 
<±±Zizfi^^I^(ilWki®rfidcdsiT4(&T^(^h^lA 
Mrj 5d3dteds\i£htejdj ;gc^c^*k<^fiiidEHEcksfcL{k 
}kjcilsBlliHslsMZd2EHE ]kjt {k; j<sdsMte^as<±dg k 
M",-v^h IsvqiflPkr jgsrhrF; <±ddSl^Hcfeksa\Fkki==(± 
eteye Is fci{kcksi^Hrlix;h\i<Sj utjtvxkTtldrd'r djkusds 
T^scMZi2Ekak£L=d2jg: ld;k^<A]^8eckidjrj 5®anl<l<Z;h 
x;h i TnlGflkTifTdy, i Tfrfy Fi Hlrfni {kdsmgf&n rjtytyc;hx;lA 


Vr \tos ;gcfkug3 Idfitted3-4-20C2 Is idfkHZ fujUrj 
vu^ffikr jgd< j^<^\^fiij^3-4-23ElslicZ {k; jksds 
xzflr jgs<±cMZi^dki=ml<± }kjcd21tqa)[jHffl;k^;k\d2^1TE 
}kJ<gid^c^iljlfea'ku\kSj ,e^tej-ds\l#tej ij 3ekgidg£k 
ds;Zd]^ch\«^<^igi2EkZl^,CHffi04^d^4ZddlfE5ffi/ 
ddlng:ffl;k^kEH<nfeaHli{k; j<sdsJ2flr<^ss<±cMflfi4s|k 
i^sBlAldfilEdsffi^ck^cil&^fi/cid^lg ijgSJyMjoc 
dsdgZdsIBkuij gSnM“;v^rh±ZEHd\bk± ckn3 ekgtejk 
ejeusij fiikadlOd-20C21siT&3dqdi\c&cfefy;s<gi£k 
ckedjusck Miko fHktxk;k filiqmlds dtimfistU; ckdcZ 
fidMfyittek idirp Tjt^te;kb1fy;sgiffid<;Zd3 sdiT dmi'-fr 
dsfiiik£jrdii£<±fy;sd<±Z\krB , kfcL{k [kjkc^HggMnDr 
fTkfrcidcbAnfiii^3-4-2X21si2^H^faicMhl^ik<± 
vgifTFkrcj<sx;kAl<Gjbl i7^.kd^igsHchvqiffH<r(j<srk jjc 
g?Lvugiffikr jgknSA\kx'arx;hBlTldT<Z2Xlesai2^M^ 
(to/17i6fruniflTkr jj«£!\j<Sj o"kZ23GL tefitted3-4-23C2 
ds dpmtus 21 fruvxk'k fy;kbL tetej id<EkHZck;Z ij \DLj 
\xqf[BarjgkB4c,cadgZ,carkf;RxiiiiL£<^14<rais{kcdi<^l 
idrj 5^cTlZrv51^kdidd2izfrM{kdai±/Sci4B.d]<;h 

B- MEH2d3lkliT;v^te^ jgsdatetZ ;qfQ 7 cpr 

dcj.kujnaEH<:d<Sjml(±dkl ;fiid<dEckj.k<j<stkiks fitted 
14-8-200? ls.304T-2002dtrlp; qfTfils xrtdcr'. i7l rg rdj Idtk 
Ete^sfcU15fiudtd<sMdniiItec&^d^Sl3dcidiqtjjH 
fij;kd<Sj lsteld<ffids\tesTcik£jr<j<SLBcficteQX<4rcy ; aii 
ateHkidEliEdfilsteadlteHiilllks'kmujnajjteaglstels 
\DLj uqfLEkr jgkEteAidfteZds ;gdgteidxkj gSIdmks 
fi^Tk,c®2iijdccfel]^dgZS;k,m\miilstearii\ddB4fi;di 
lsteafid^te-^2X2dsMte(^ririx;h<^]akid<riid2[iZ 
}kjkfiitedl4-7-23C8\tej 2-te2X8dssidE&kte=idlKydiLB 
\^d^|M£xHiTdj£<tecMZ\kS|I^ ujna jgtktk^EfteaH 
mldtlsteaMtedttkpgfiEWA 

14- Mrj9cfefi#) fii{Wtckdccfku<^teizIlEq:iF;]<sacfe 
lEi&esatdcfi^ktkp^^AidBfiZiBcMZ ;c^i:;cp:ctej Jc 
i tefVl chtrknFmi rj^rrk^HteiTliteZ.vqifflte jgs^terh 
<^\l^l^lsted^esa\z&±j\odc'k] fatecscuv3dc , kij 
jjt<^ ,cauqfiTkr j^cfiblf^ys-fni {ted< Isic IfkfTrdcfi lT< 7; 
!<^<^;gH4tdjcx;k<^ffld<LM:dtnTVesa]SHiiidcd<teZ 
agtetkrsteAtei'/dij^a^d&j lsteld<fIr'dsfiaJ<Z; Iwjmrg 
fiid c lRr~ g?\i ^W^J^IksfxifirteiA^fi ya±idkj< 2 T< 1 ,Q,ra 
2S±idsi]iklkL£dsgiteji4B<^\kSj fii{k [kjkborksteadc 
d^±Zifl^lkuij^aggk<^l;gHiioycx;k<^fiid4<jk25&>.Qcfe 
d^sesafc&difiTkfir Ii"V<^fiidtejk2S>.Qddlgu ;fiiujna 
ggk<^ iksctey ,dd<gdcegte±k fivktk; Mk<^l ;gHhd^c 
^*k<^teid2liEcs]ksbtejujna<^iEte\ziteQ;Qlk; djrk<^vc% 
ddEHEddd^tetei= O^telfij: Dtej±£j;ktk,A 
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15- MWE }k^fiij^34-2IJ7dsI^d^E^S;]<^k\ISj 
fcUktxJ-c }kj<:ffedl-ll>20Edsd^ Miq:ffl;kx;kA 
IS- ife^fifed4-l-2310dsizE^cj^l£j]dg^ 
fu;rfiix;]Afiij<3dl6-7-2110d<siE®i£i{k }kjk ;gd^cx;k 
r^-fElm <ri<^ i Ml-j^i ir^n i^iTj-dj kcfi;r%i4r^h 

idifeEchlkl; (i^sfiii<al7^210dsfij;r£ix;H\fiTk3d 
7-9-2310 d<siift;i{kvu5£Ekr j^\l^\^fi^k9kll-2310 

rksrkrhi fer qiffTife jjgA bl i^dg rksferfrfFk^^ 

]k{; i ijn idiTg~fii;kx;l<Afri feri 9-11-201OdKsidJWdsfr#) 
,d&i{kh; <±;Zd<^(±\tosT<iR3ghafo}kuirakltu\z&±^ 
}kjkdk£jrffl;kx;k\l<Sj fi±{khds ,cJi{Hn; ]k{; dsf^sfhfed 
27-12-2010 frfFk fu;r dhx;Mfifed27-12-2010 dks 2h 
t,*ifejk; Jcflag\k<4k] ij<;dJs.khidfe] Ofkiiz'kklu 'kk[kk 
Hd<rjidn; [kk| fie] fl^dgk^aniydqjck 'kiEk^=f±{ktK.k 
dirj21slk{; saMiq:S;kx;k\l&j ffedlfe2-2011d3fj7S 
idc^iRi^hjdlBdJxiv&dqh }kjk ,di{kh; cglds fy;s 
fu;rchx;M 

V- folall5^11\k^riifeidndi\toMTfi^k;ksa73-2011] 
4-4-2011] 30-5-2311\kSj frdril9-7-23ddspkifej ;ljM{k 
uqffikr jjcfEkk ,dl{Mrv rgl Fkh TRiT T n r^R gjiTX^h frfFk 
33-8-2011dsd2®lEi{ki^fiiJ^9-ll-2010cfe /dfkb; ifes'kcks 
firjTrdj sdi^kaia idlc yditksfiaiglll-10-2011d<sdqfe 
d<rhdiuigifQfeesad<rEdi]rQfei^ cyuffes 

tkusdsd<j.kiR3ghafo}kuilflkl]a:\z&ic]h }kjkfijjtrdi 
x;h\^i4E^fij<ad]2-12-2011d<sfti{k(±i,ci{Mrv Ok{; 
ds fy;s fu;rchx,iA 

B- fiii<ad249-2-2012dsdqi;id^]dEi{kdirj21sfiTksd 
9-11-2010 Is ,c&L{kb; ikns'kcks fujfedjusdsrrijhifcsru 
ddOifdn^htksfiilsdl6r4-2012dsIdrdgg|Z\kSj MEktZcks 
\5^fcffkfixkad4-6-2312d<slk{; izLrqrdjusd3fj7Sv±j 
ferku fd;kx;k4fhfed 16-4-2012 cks fci{khdsvugiflHcrds 
dq.kmrtefc#) ,(M{Hrv*c^;ZO<^dc\lcrBO<lMriffl;kx;]^ 
fnfed4-fe2312dsddifeEi{k }kj<defcZ,Ik{; ddiqs£jfed;kx;k 
w%lk{; divx^ifcffk 30-7-2012 cfcfu;rchx;Mfnfed 
33-7-2012dsid€l4Ei{ki^yjg£lEkr<^x;k\J^iurinzj2fe 
(MEJk{; i ij^R idrq-fri;kx;l<Afh feri .10-7-2012cfefni {k }kjk 
mrisfc#) fhfedl6-4-2312 ,rM{]<b; \krsfefc 
\kmiidj^g^tksIddgjdnx;lAidfl4~gi{kcfefo:) fifed 
.T)-7 -2012 d<sij qifrT4 <ferferkj±iqfe f dd {kh; cfeZd^idjuB 
dc\krs'kdkfjrfi];kx;kAfii{Hi }kjk,cfe_{Hi; lk{; dg^sls 
i=kq*iiij fn fed 27-12-7010cks i 7l rq r fd;k x;k Fkk hi fy;s 
i4ag^fci{fe(±ic^dsfy;sfiij<ad 15-10-2012 d<sfu;rdi 
xytfifh feilS-IO-OOIOcfeiqfeidffeF.i .{feujfltkr jjcrfej fii{k 
mifTF kr jgk] dfldlu vfdrkjhrock'k ij jgs] \ar%fixkad 
20-12-2012d<sidc^,c&i{kh; ogldsf/;sfu;rdix;Hl 
fiifed20-fe-2312iradfev@dgjh\odc , ki] jgs] idffeEi{k 


uijfQfeikSj fei{femfTlfejjc^r%id<ighfriferi11-2-2017 
cks ,c&i{kh; cglds fy;sfe;rdix;Hlfiij<adll-2-2013d<s 
i4ojifiifed21-3-20Bdsfy;scgldsf/;sfu;rdix;h\kSj 
cgl]qisdidsdZdg2d^ij[j^g|S\fiifelll-2-20Bdids;akji 
TRin icjcs1i<iKdsd<n ;k|jii {krriffFkrggfefej ;kphi{kch 
rQlsmrisfc#) dkfjr\kns9cfifed30-7-2312cte^ 
diifem ddirpj|EZ\v^h frfFk 21-7-2019d<sidFI<H7,(i^fnfr) 
dkfjr ,d&i{kh; vkns'k fxikad30-7-2012 fujtr dix;h\kSj 
id<c^fiifedl8-4-20O(fefy;siRi?jiii®dfev@<kji }kjk 
cgl<^i^rdn^li\fixddlS-4-2013dsdd^krB±dz&fij@c }kj< 
;gdjc?<;kfei7kfePdi1sfenfFfd if^ ,slh 

flEkfresfl{k ]kj<JskiDffixk^MkidStE^ 
iteddBffi]3^eSVcE^si^]gj<^l 

fnted 18^4-200 ds\tes'kfLElx3>cjSfe& 

Bfefeii {kds i7frf fFfefeifTB rrjOX 
dfflfEdz&fifecdcc^^fiifSlfeiilsfefD'fildnfiffik 
fij^l^^fSlhflBfe^/fiiddiHrEilklsfefD'filrcE 
^kHcid^]4Ed<srsusdslcpr<j<siksog]alfe±j.kesa 
Settlement dsfy, iS;kj gSVrkafes i{kus\kilh]cpfr 
Is Settlement gstq ,d vslj nsus ds fy, fucsu fd;k 
\i^ifeijiiiDrdgZ<^Kgfiifedlfe5-Bd<sds , k<j^** 
19- fifedl5-5-20Bd<sfD}kuiradhiv&i<jiv3dc'kij 
Fksrfej frfFk fh feri.5-fE2019d<sTT;k;kfecij.kfj>cj<sx;k 
4fesHfifed5-8-20BfeM2fo}feiffldfev&fejilsckfD / r 
^x;dfe;silSdfev@d^i^fiifedl0-10-20Bdsds;21fej 
^Jcfl;kMifedl4-10-20B] 22-ll-2313\kSj 17-12-20Bds 
ntk;i{kusifjfud4<Zj.k(Setllmial) izlrg rdj nds fy;s 1 r; 
fkjcftlsid^adfeEkijlddgj fil;kx;k\kSj\x^h&fikfiifed 
7-l-14d5fcl{kh }kgk451.74#lk;sd<fl^.1Wtl< ( 11/idTT]rfi;k 
x;k] ttefiifeijkjcvflBifjfdfej .kcfe ilkesaizfeditkLsckji 
d<Ljjkf , kak;hx;hftls ;]^dsfe}kuv&dlkusl6jjk^<;;g 
o^tjLddgj fl;kfl\5§hikji[kdsc6 ;fiici±Zd<Ljjkf , kadvk 
cfc^Tksmldcfmj. kidir jTijiFX^Hdsrkrygii^TBil 
U;k;kfgkij Jc }kj<fh feri/R-1-2014^ hfrfF kfi yrdj fiidZPkr 
fil;kx;kficMZ\kSj afek<jsite\x^hSfikcisfixj JcMiq: 
S;ktk, \d;Efedv2k^i]ddf cjotA 

fiifedB-l-2014d<sdd^H£i{k\xijflB<r jjc; IfUlBdha 
vSdcjivitk'k ij FksAffei (kmflTfeTfeA^hfrfFk fifed 
13-2-2014dcsHii ;]^hi{kvugifllkr jjcikSj fi{kcfe fe}ku 
\^dcT>k niff ^Fk rffeXT ]:k;fj~ffliT ]:k;kflrtj.k }kj<d<;7dcjiRyTin 
i^v8Jsi£jfiji4<ZjJc(^Kgfiifed041B-2014fi^kfi^rdix;lil 
ffed4-3-2014cisriik;i{kcf folkiizffjSarifEkrg^dl ;l?ii 

rf-fn}k ii7frf ^d cd<sTT;k;kfdcij.k }]gjkiiD:fii^k , krfj;k^kfi 

fifed 7-l-2014cte\kns9cdsurjk/uesafi3Ihad<;kckfix)j.k 

miEigjT)lsiijis i7lr gr(j7\TTiTtid<;x]j dqfnl^s ,d\dj 

isfeLfl;k^kfed^afek<j^f<sm]dcfirjJcfLfedl9-3-2014 
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idi^Tq:dj5^\£iIelI9-3-2II4dB 

x;krFI<ktfi {krktnjk k7frfifFk T rifnT nk4^ jgd 

2k3-2M\kSj 18-4-ZMcks ;^i{k\«^f[EkrEHcfcL{kds 
fh}ki i i 7frfi rfFk T niff H crFkr&I jfcfiyryRrkrh i {krte^nl j iaku 
djrsqg fixi^I5-5-23I4ds\toMi\kre4d^fi^fj;rdn^lA 
fixfedI5-5-23L4dsH4i ;]< 5 hi{k\xijflEkr j^aBdccMZferj J<; 
;k\ffMji4ZjJ<idTq^(^(±dgJ<;;]^iicfefe:) dcjfe,dL{Wn; 
d^Zj<^idc\kns , kdkfjr ffl;kx;k\kSj fixkad^-5-2C14d<s 
i4nyhfoi{khds ,di{kh; cgLdsfy, &;rc±ix;hA.vxyh 
frffk;k^fn rki3kB-TT14] IS^214\I<g23^-214ctenHvi{k 
vugifLEkr jgs] vi^fiij<ad2rT6-23I4d<siT^ ; fi : ^^{^ c i 1 
,di{kh; agLdsfy, fu;rdix;]rA 
2r fh tai Z/-fj-7(71 4rteH<h(4<^ry l i {kmiflfkri rjT=Ak;k\i<Gj 
ijkigksadnnrk]^^ [kAfedidvZd^iMTrcii 

x;h,cai4i^ijnii(S<;]k{; dsvkekkj ij jgdk/dkfjrfi^k 
tk j^<^\dd^HEdnrp]sdz^s|HT; ]k{; ®a ;k^jk<±Mk]a^Kri 
,(±^r]krkfik!ii^|]kffldi^Afeiz&7k; <^kflukfe7jkQ8B 
cfefoojkesava&'clA 

3- 4kQMdMk^jsku\k/Cl±jy^k]nrv - iTjciiziS<u}}gk 
ra3i\fcBk;fiiI^10-9-2I2 }k^fiiIsd3^2I2]sid0TE(±i 
lad<;sa[yc]rctikfc&l,caT!;k;ks5r<^\ ;fiiu^a] rks ;lfh£i 
vqte'kd<gtkj(^\TTD~frTi<n 1s 1Rfl H<rrF;krad<sfl) ctjus 
ckddcjEIdlkcj ;]fhij<^\di^lTEi{k}kj<li]EificCTU!;k;k/; 
esaniflTkr<^aijucMZ]k{; esa 'kiFk&i=i zl rg~fri;kx;k(fi ] 
\di Ti i zfid j h{kkdjk;hx;hcfi\ 

3- i=k^c^]aSEkr<^<ajslsy3C^\CKldaiiIi'fLEkfrls 
;gLi'VgS fil ;kph i{kchrj2 Is ete/sds fuLrkj .kkEkZ iwjh 
TTrk1hrkj^^k3jngTin;aTTiiflITrHTiiTjTs jjrk jjccfiXiHggh 
esa;kjdidsfo:) fixkad09-114S10cki^^ 
nridhxkds dcj .k yk4kxM3<+ Ik/ ckn frukad 16-4-2012 <±s 
fijjLr ggkgS^j BdamldirjQls lk{; ckvdLj frvstkusds 
dc±mcMZ]k{; ;k^dsci]^MTesai4Hd^iq:<^v 
3- Je694g7ckfuT^k(Refenmce) dcx^JkoqJccfexMkg 
ijU;k;fioJ<Z,TidiLB<^tqvis£{kr]k{; 
,dkizthr^^<^fliiElTEdsfi5kicixjJk3qkljfiidgJ<e5a 
:^>ij^H<^J\fcL{k }lcjkMiqr]k{; <±\qks±ilsid^]TE<±i{k 
esafi!lh\«gi^fu'U'kZcHf[Ekfru^cuda<^MT'iF; ,ca 
dfjSEkfrsa^JaLfj'H'kZijg^; £I;]^iibLiF; cksfL) ctjus 
esav](^<^fflQI^k/\Sk&js^\S®tfJ^k<±izi&u [krjkfhiad 
ID-9-2IEci\kB'k Kj<£ijsd3^2DC2]sdiElTEdTJ3d<;ffl]d^ 
djkffiikfb:) ]EI<kyx]j|rc^;k[dm2^^ 
ikLBckgiiguj/ac|AU;k;:fI^^ 
imj^kj fi^ktkik^v 

3- igWr h i 7frfy Fi HI Irki; ljigds^|k^dkiJnv©£j;e 

M7chekcjk lVHLkctexajarixkkLi^kZ izsFkrchtk,A 

HcjrlkJVfe;] itBdkuvSdxji 


kl ’fkkkft, 13 33W, 2014 

^T.3TT. 2270—3#rfwi, 1947 ( 1947 
*7T 14) *4 EIKT 17 ^ 3PJRTUT 4', ^#4 7R*R 33^.3^.111). 
^ ^ 3Tk *44411 *T #T, 

sfjt't 4 aMfw 4RK 4 i 4#4 TIT*T7 3)k)Pl* 
3#[*TW9rP «4|i|ld4, dCHA i£4pr: (7r4wTF 15/2005) 
*4 y*lP>ld ^#4 717*17*4 13/08/2014 *T W7T 

fan mi 

[4. -TRr-42012/79/2004-an^aiR (^TtfE-II) ] 

4 t. TP. 94414 * , TT*' 3 #R 7 Rt 

New Delhi, the 13th August, 2014 

S.O. 2270. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 15/2005) 
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Lucknow as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Indian Institute of 
Management and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 13/08/2014. 

[No. L-42012/79/2004-IR (CM-II)] 

B.M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW 

PRESENT : Dr. MANJU NIGAM, Presiding Officer 

I.D. No 15/2005 

Ref. No. L-42012/79/2004-IR(CM-II) dated 31.03.2005 
BETWEEN: 

Sh. Rakesh S/o Sh. Kesan 
Village- Mubarakpur 
Dist. Lucknow 

AND 

The Director 

Indian Institute of Management 
Prabandh Nagar, Off. Sitapur Road, 

Lucknow 

AWARD 

1. By order No. L-42012/79/2004-IR(CM-II) dated 
31.03.2005, the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi in exercise of powers conferred by 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947) 
referred this industrial dispute between Sh. Rakesh S/o 
Sh. Kesan, Mubarakpur, Dist. Lucknow and the Director, 
Indian Institute of Management, Prabandh Nagar, Off. 
Sitapur Road, Lucknow for adjudication to this CGIT-cum- 
Labour Court, Lucknow. 
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2. The reference under adjudication is: 

“KYAPRABANDHAN BHARTIYA PRAB ANDH 
SANSTHAN, LUCKNOW KE DWARA SHRI 
RAKESH PURTA SHRI SRI KESAN CASUAL 
MALLI KODINANK 08.08.1993 KONAUKARI 
SEY NIKLA JANA NAYOCHIT TATHA 
NAYASANGTAH HAI? YADI NAHI TO 
KARMKAR KIS ANUTOSH KO PANE KA 
ADHIKARI HA? 

3. The case of the workman, Shri Rakesh, in brief, is 
that he was appointed as casual Mali and had worked 
continuously without any break with the employers till 
08.08.1993. He was getting Rs.1550/- per month as salary 
at the time of termination of his services. A first information 
report was lodged on 08.08.1993 under Section 147/148/ 
307/189/332/324 in Madiyaon police station, Lucknow and 
workman was taken into judicial custody and due to the 
aforesaid first information report the employers stopped 
to take work from the workman. It is also stated that due to 
the aforesaid first information report a criminal case was 
registered and a trail was commenced in the Court of 
Additional Session Judge, Court No.5 and after conducting 
necessary proceedings the workman was acquitted by 
Additional Session Judge, Court No. 5, Lucknow. After 
acquittal the workman approached the employers and 
requested to reinstate in service at the earliest and he was 
directed by the employers to come for duty after finalization 
of the criminal case. The workman stated that employers 
stopped to take the work from the workman without any 
reason so it amounts to termination of the services of the 
workman. The workman alleged management violate the 
provisions of Section 25-F of the I.D. Act. 1947. The 
workman prayed that the Tribunal may be pleased to 
declare that the termination of the services of the workman 
is neither legal nor justified and he is entitled to get 
reinstatement in service with all consequential benefits 
including cost and expenses. 

4. The management filed written statement stating 
therein that workman was in judicial custody being 
involved in a criminal case. As such there is no question 
of termination. The management alleged that workman has 
abandoned the work on account of being involved in a 
criminal case and not a termination of service by the 
management the allegation of illegal termination of services 
and violation of the provisions of section 25-F of the I.D. 
Act. 1947 is false and misconceived. The management 
stated that after a gap of ten years, suddenly the workman 
has moved an application claiming illegal termination of 
his services by the IIM, Lucknow. The workman making 
vague and false allegations without any supporting 
evidence. The workman has no case and cannot claim any 
relief after a gap of ten years since abandoning work. The 
management stated that the claim being raised by the 


workman being misconceived without evidence, against 
law and being untenable, devoid of merits, is liable to be 
rejected with costs. 

5. The workman filed rejoinder and reiterated as stated 
in claim statement. 

6. The workman was cross examined. In his cross- 
examination, the workman stated that he was appointed in 
1993 on salary of Rs.1750/- On 08.08.1993 the workman 
involved in a criminal case and was sent to the judicial 
custody. After registration of the case a trail was 
commenced in the Court of Additional Session Judge, 
Court No.5; and after conducting necessary proceedings 
the workman was acquitted by Additional Session Judge, 
Court No.5, Lucknow. After acquittal the workman 
approached the employers and requested to reinstate him 
in the service as earlier; but the management did not allow 
him to join the duties and was directed by the employers 
to come for duty after finalization of the criminal case. 

7. The management of the IIM, Lucknow examined Shri 
RK. Rai, Administrative who stated that the workman was 
involved in a criminal case and he himself stopped coming 
to work since 16.08.1993. It was further stated that no oral/ 
written orders were passed by the IIM, Lucknow for 
termination of the services of the workman. The workman 
himself stopped from coming to the work. His allegations 
regarding illegal termination of services and violation of 
the provisions of the Section 25 F of the I.D. Act. 1947 are 
false and misconceived and deserve to be rejected. It was 
also stated that the workman in fact worked upto 16.08.93 
and then stopped coming to the work, being involved in a 
criminal case; and as such; it is wrong to say that employers 
stopped taking work from him without any reason. After a 
gap of ten years’ the workman moved an application 
claiming illegal termination of his services by the IIM, 
Lucknow, making false allegations without supportive 
evidence. Shri P.K. Rai, Administrative Officer, IIM, 
Lucknow also cross-examined. 

8. The management contended that 16.08.93 was the 
last day when the workman came to IIM, he has failed to 
lead any evidence about his whereabouts between 16.8.93 
to 05.03.2003, the date when turned back after ten years. 
The workman stated in his cross-examination that he 
worked up to 16.8.93 and did not come thereafter. The 
workman also stated in his cross-examination that he never 
sent any representation between 16.8.93 to 05.03.2003; and 
workman was not able to prove that he had sent any 
representation to IIM, Lucknow for reinstatement between 
16.8.93 to 05.03.2003. 

9. The management of the IIM, Lucknow has taken 
plea that there is no question of termination of his services 
by the employers and the allegation of illegal termination 
of services and violation of the provisions of I.D.Act. 1947 
are false and misconceived. 
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10. The management has also relied on Dr. Lakhte 
Mustaffa Kazmi vs State of U.P. (2003) 2 UPLBEC 1351 
wherein Hon'ble Allahabad High Court has considered 
the entire law relating to abandonment of service and its 
consequence and has chronologically summarized the 
entire law on this point through various judgments of the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court. A bare perusal of the various 
judgments from para 22 to 29 shows that where there is 
abandonment of employment there is no question of any 
interference. 

11. I have scanned the rival pleading so the parties and 
entire evidence available on record. 

12. The case of the workman is that he was appointed in 
August 1989 and worked continuously till 08.08.1993. 
When the employer stopped taking work from him on 
account of being taken into judicial custody in a criminal 
case as a result of FIR lodged u/s 147/148/307/184/332 and 
324 of IPC in Police Station - Madiyaon, Distt. Lucknow. 
Due to the aforesaid FIR trial was commenced before V 
Additional Distt of Sessions Judge which concluded only 
on 05.03.2003. When the order of acquittal was passed by 
the learned Sessions Judge, acquitting the workman, in 
the aforesaid criminal case, he approached the employers 
and requested them to reinstate him but no heed was paid 
towards his request. Besides, it was also pleaded that 
there is utter violation of the provision of Section 25 F of 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 as he has not been given 
any notice nor notice pay in lieu thereof nor he was paid 
any retrenchment compensation in accordance with law. 

13. Contrary to this, the management has specifically 
denied that it stopped taking work from the workman due 
to FIR. In fact the opposite party management had no 
information of FIR or about the commencement of any 
trial against the workman. It was specifically pleaded that 
it was not a case of termination of services by the 
management but in fact it was a case of abandonment of 
service on account of the workman being involved in a 
criminal case hence there is no question of illegal 
termination of services and violation of Section 25F of the 
I.D.Act, 1947. 

14. The reference before this tribunal for adjudication 
whether the termination of the workman is legal and 
justified? 

15. Admittedly, the workman was involved in the 
criminal case and was injudicial custody since 08.08.1993 
for 15 days; and was acquitted on 05.03.2003 by the Vth 
Additional Sessions Judge, Lucknow of the charges u/s 
147/148/307/184/332 and 324 of IPC in Police Station - 
Madiyaon, Distt. Lucknow. It is also in the record that he 
has been released on bail after 15 days. 

16. The workman in the examination in chief has 
specifically stated that on 08.08.1993 he went to jail and 


the trial continued upto 2003 (It is also admitted by him 
(Maine koi suchana apne supervisor aur IIM ko nahi bheji). 

17. It is the case of workman that he approached to the 
employer only after 05.03.2003 i.e. after 10 years. When he 
was released on bail he did not report for work at IIM. It is 
his own admission that after the acquittal i.e. 05.03.3003, 
he approached to the employers and requested for 
reinstatement. In this way the workman remained absent 
from duty, as per his own statement, since 08.08.1993 to 
05.03.2003 continuously for a period about 10 years 
without giving any information. During this period he did 
not move any representation, nor even tried to join the 
duties or to inform the management. Hence, it is very 
strange that even after being released on bail, the workman 
did not go to the duty. In the case of Ammapet Handloom 
Weavers Cooperative Production and Sales Society Ltd. 
v. Kadalaimuthu2000 85 FLR 807 SC Hon;ble Apex Court 
has observed that it is not incumbent on the employer to 
wait indefinitely for the employee to turn up. The society 
is under no obligation to wait indefinitely. 

In another case of Dr. Lakhte Mustaffa Kazmi vs 
State of U.P. (2003) 2 UPLBEC 1351 it was observed that 
when absence is for a very long period it may amount to 
voluntary abandonment of service and in that eventuality, 
the bond of service come to an end automatically without 
requiring any order to be passed by the employer. 

Also, in Dinesh Kumar Singh Vs Presiding Officer, 
Labour Court, Agra 2005 ALJ 732, Hon’ble Allahabad High 
Court has held that since the petitioner himself abandoned 
his services and had never been terminated, as such there 
was no retrenchment or termination of the services of the 
petitioner; and as such, he is not entitled to the benefits of 
Section 25F I.D. Act. 1947. Admittedly, the workman was 
working on daily wages; and as such, he had no right to 
the post and since he himself abandoned employment 
being imprisoned, his employment came to an end. 

18. In the instant case the workman even after release 
on bail has not reported to duties and continuously 
remained absent from work for a long period of 10 years. 
As per his own statement he remained absent since 
08.08.1993 or 16.08.1993, the last date of work till 05.03.2003. 
The workman has not reported on duties nor moved any 
representation nor even gave any information to the 
employer. There is nothing on the record to show that he 
even informed to the management or even reported on 
duty and he was obstructed by the management from 
joining the duties. Ten years’ absence was not explained 
anywhere. It was not the case of the workman that during 
this period of 10 years he went to duties and he was not 
allowed to work by the management. It was the duty of 
the workman to inform the management about his 
involvement in the criminal case and report on duty after 
the release on bail; but admittedly it was not done by the 
workman. He only went to duties after laps of 10 years. 
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19. It is the case of the workman that he was illegally 
terminated on 08.08.1993. It is his burden to prove that he 
has not voluntary abandon the services as is alleged by 
the management but the workman failed to discharge its 
burden. In M/s Jeewan Lai (1929) Ltd. Calcutta vs Its 
workmen 1961 SC 1567 the Apex court held as under; 

“If an employee continues to be absent from duty 
without obtaining leave and in an unauthorized 
manner for such a long period of time the inference 
may reasonably drawn from such absence that by 
his absence he has abandoned service, there would 
be class of cases where long unauthorized absence 
may reasonable give rise to an inference that such 
service intended to be abandoned by the employer.” 

20. As such, I find no merit in the case of the workman 
that he had been terminated by the management; rather 
the contention of the management seems to be correct 
that the workman himself abandoned his service. 
Therefore, from the facts and circumstances of the case 
and case laws narrated hereinabove; I come to the 
conclusion that the there was no termination of services 
of the workman on 08.08.1993 by the management; and 
accordingly, the workman, Rakesh is not entitled for any 
relief. 

21. Award as above. 

Dr. MANJU NIGAM, Presiding Officer 

LUCKNOW 
21st July, 2014 

13 33W, 2014 
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fSTT s-TTI 

[Tf. Tl^r-22012/354/2004-3JT^31R (TT^-II) ] 
TP. 3#[pnrl 

New Delhi, the 13th August, 2014 
S.O. 2271. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 63/2005) of 
the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of Ballarpur Area of M/s. 
Western Coalfields Limited and their workmen, received 
by the Central Government on 13/08/2014. 

[No. L-22012/354/2004-IR (CM-II)] 
B.M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI J. P. CHAND, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CGIT-CI M-LABOI R COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No.CGIT/NGP/63/2005 Date: 10.07.2014. 

Party No. 1 : The Chief General Manager, 

Ballarpur Area of 

M/s. Western Coalfields Limited, 

Post- Ballarpur, Chandrapur (M.S.) 

Versus 

Party No. 2 : The General Secretary, 

National Colliery Mazdoor Congress, 

Dr. Ambedkar Nagar, 

PO: Ballarpur, 

Chandrapur (M.S.) 

AWARD 

(Dated: 10th July, 2014) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of Ballarpur Area of M/s. Western Coalfields 
Limited and their workman, Shri U.P. Verma, for adjudication, 
as per letter No.L-22012/354/2004-IR (CM-II) 
datedl8.07.2005, with the following schedule:- 

“Whether the action of the management in relation 
to Ballarpur Area of WCL in rejecting the demand of 
Shri U.P. Verma, Magazine Incharge % pits, Ballarpur 
Sub Area for medical examination by the Appellate 
Medical Board vide letter No. WCL/IR/MSD/U/80/ 
359 dated 09/10.05.2002 of Dy. CPM(IR), WCL is 
legal and justified? If not, to what relief is the 
concerned workman entitled?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were noticed 
to file their respective statement of claim and written 
statement and accordingly, the workman, Shri U.P.Verma, 
(‘the workman” in short), filed the statement of claim and 
the management of WCL, (“Party No. 1” in short) filed 
their written statement. 

In the statement of claim the workman had pleaded 
that the action of the party No.l in rejecting his demand 
for medical examination by the Appellate Medical Board 
was against the provisions of NCWA VI OR/and VII and 
therefore was illegal and arbitrary. 

The party No.l in the written statement, denying all 
the adverse allegations made in the statement of claim has 
pleaded inter alia that the workman had been examined by 
its Medical Board and he had been found to be fit for duty 
and there was no merit in the case for review and the 
workman not to be entitled to any relief. 

3. It is to be mentioned here that during the pendency 
of the reference i.e. on 10.07.2014, the learned advocate 
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for the workman filed an application for disposal of the 
reference on the ground that the same has already become 
infructuous due to the death of the workman. After due 
consideration, the application filed by the learned advocate 
for the workman was allowed and the reference was fixed 
for passing of award. 

4. Perused the record. The reference has been made 
by the Central Government for adjudication of the legality 
or other wise of the refusal of the party No. 1 for medical 
examination of the workman by the Appellate Medical 
Board. Due to the death of the workman as intimated by 
the learned advocate for the workman, the reference has 
become infructuous. The right to sue also does not survive 
to the legal heirs of the deceased workman. Hence it is 
ordered: 

ORDER 

The reference is answered in the negative and 
against the workman, on the ground of the same has 
become infructuous. 

J. P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
^ f^vft, 13 33W, 2014 

eFT.3TT. 2272—3)WlPl* fsp^ 1947 (1947 

*T 14) *4 HK1 17 3PJRTUT Tf, ^#9 TTTTR 4[. 
^ ^ 4^5 PpftjpsT sffc TT* *4*10 4/ 

3Tpr4 4' 4k)Pl* 4 *-<{14 4WlPl* 

3jf4*W9R (4^4 WIT 17/2008) 

*4 u*|[tfld B/*K*4 13/08/2014 *T W7T 

f34T 8TTI 

[ 4 . T^T-22012/117/2007-31Tf33R ( 4 ^- 11 )] 
4t. TP. 94414*, 3#F*l4 

New Delhi, the 13th August, 2014 

S.O. 2272. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 17/2008) 
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of Western Coalfields Limited, 
HLOC of Western Coalfields Limited and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 13/08/2014. 

[No. L-22012/117/2007-IR (CM-II)] 
B.M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI J. P. CHAND, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 
Case No.CGIT/NGP/17/2008 Date: 22.07.2014. 

Party No.l (a) : The Chief General Manager, 

Western Coalfields Limited, 
Chandrapur Area, 

Post & Distt. Chandrapur (M.S.) 


(b) 

: The Sub Area Manager, 

HLOC of Western Coalfields Limited, 
Chandrapur (M.S.) 

Versus 

Party No. 2 

: The Secretary, 

Rashtriya Colliery Mazdoor Congress, 
Ballarpur Branch, 

Dr. Ambedkar Ward, Ballarpur, 
Chandrapur (M.S.) 


AWARD 


(Dated : 22nd July, 2014) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of Western Coalfields Limited and their 
workmen, Shri K.B.Rathod and five others, for adjudication, 
as per letter No.L-22012/117/2007-IR (CM-II) dated 
03.06.2008, with the following schedule:- 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. 
WCL in not giving the designation of Asstt. Foreman 
(Mech.) in grade ‘C’ to Shri K.B.Rathod and 5 others 
(list enclosed) as per the implementation instruction 
No.32 of NCWA-VI is legal and justified? To what 
relief is the workmen entitled?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were noticed 
to file their respective statement of claim and written 
statement and accordingly, the union Rashtriya Colliery 
Mazdoor Congress, ( “the union” In short) filed the 
statement of claim on behalf of the six workmen, namely, 
Shri K.B.Rathod, Shri P.G.Rajukar, Shri M.M.Satare, 
Shri Bandu PJawale, Shri Ramesh B.Ajane and Shri Waman 
T. Talmale, (‘the workmen” in short), and the management 
of Western Coalfields Limited (“Party No. 1” in short) filed 
their written statement. 

The case of the workmen as presented by the union 
in the statement of claim is that it (union) is a registered 
Trade union under the Trade Unions Act, 1926 and party 
no.l is a government company and is a “state” within 
Article 12 of the Constitution of India and under the 
approval of Ministry of Coal, Central Government 
constituted a Joint Bipartite Committee for the Coal 
Industry (“JBCCI” in short) consisting of all employers of 
Coal Industry and the five central Trade unions and the 
JBCCI jointly deliberated over the wage structure including 
dearness allowance, fitment in revised scale of pay, 
Pension, fringe benefits, service conditions and other allied 
matters including welfares/safety measures and such 
deliberations is known as “National Coal Wage 
Agreements” (“the NCWAs” in short) and the JBCCI has 
several committees and sub-committees for proper and 
uniform implementation of the provisions of NCWAin the 
entire Coal Industry and for maintaining uniformity and 
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proper implementation, the Secretary, JBCCI issues 
implementation instructions from time to time and no 
unilateral decision can be taken by any subsidiary in 
contravention of the provisions contained in the NCWAs 
and the provisions are mandatory and binding on all coal 
companies including WCL and seven NCWAs have been 
signed so far, which are known as NCWAs-I, II, III, IV, V, 
VI, and VII dated 11.08.1974, 11.08.1979, 27.07.1989, 
19.01.1996,23.12.2000 and 15.07.2005 respectively having 
operational period from 01.01.1975 to 31.12.1978,01.01.1979 
to 31.12.1982, 01.01.1983 to 31.12.1986, 01.01.1987 to 
30.06.1991,01.07.1991 to 30.06.1996,01.07.1996 to 30.06.2001 
and 01.07.2001 to 30.06.2006 respectively. 

The further case of the workmen as presented by 
the union is that the workmen are holders of SSC and ITI 
certificates and they were appointed by Party No.l, by 
following the due procedure of recruitment and they put 
in loyal and unblemished service and hence, they were 
given regular promotion/placement in higher categories, 
first as per the “Training-cum-Placement Scheme” and 
then, as per the Cadre scheme evolved by the JBCCI from 
time to time and all of them have the educational and 
technical qualification required for their promotion to T & 
S Grade ‘C’, ’B’, ‘A ’and above. 

It is further pleaded by the union on behalf of the 
workmen that in the meeting of the Standardization 
Committee of JBCCI-VI held on 27.07.2001 and 28.08.2001 
at CIL (HQ), Kolkata, the issue of career growth of ITI 
personnel was discussed and decided and according to 
the decision of the Standardization Committee, 
“Implementation Instruction No. 32 - National Coal Wage 
Agreement-VI” regarding “Career Growth of ITI 
Personnel” dated 22.01.2002 was issued by the Member 
Secretary of JBCCI and according to the said 
Implementation Instruction No. 32, “The existing ITI 
personnel, who have completed three years in existing 
grade on 03.12.1999 will be notionally placed in next higher 
category/grade w.e.f. 01.01.2000 but the financial benefit 
will accrue w.e.f. 01.01.2001 and this will be personal to 
them as one time arrangement and ITI personnel who have 
completed three years as on 31.12.2000 in the existing 
category/grade will be placed in next higher grade w.e.f. 
01.01.2001 and this will be personal to them as one time 
arrangement” and though the workmen, M. Satare and 
PG. Rajurkar vide Office Order No. 551 dated 30.05.2002 of 
Personnel Manager, Hindustan Lalpeth Open Cast sub 
area and the rest four workmen, namely, K.B. Rathod, Bandu 
P. Jawale, Ramesh B. Ajane and Waman T. Talmale vide 
order dated 1803 dated 9/13.06.2002 of Suptd. of Mines/ 
Manager, Hindustan Lalpeth Colliery no.3 were given the 
benefit in accordance with the aforesaid implementation 
instruction, the party No.l by the aforesaid orders 
misinterpreted the instruction unilaterally, without the 
approval of the Member Secretary of JBCCI-VI and issued 
the said orders in contradiction of the instructions, as in 


the said orders, it was mentioned that, “The placement 
will not make any difference in their present designation 
and nature of duties and the word “ITI” shall continue till 
their normal promotion as the case of service linked 
upgradation (SLU)” and as such, the said orders are illegal, 
arbitrary and against the spirit of the implementation 
instruction no.32 and the workmen approached the party 
no. 1 repeatedly and also submitted letter dated 03.11.2003 
and it (union) also approached the party no.l at different 
levels, but the genuine grievance of the workman was not 
considered and their designations, as per the their 
placement and nature of jobs were not changed and they 
were debarred from promotion to higher scale to which 
they were eligible as per cadre scheme and it is clear from 
the orders issued by the authorities of other coal companies 
as per the implementation instruction No. 32 that the orders 
passed by party no. 1 were illegal and liable to be quashed 
and set aside and as per the implementation instruction 
no. 32, the designation of workmen, Shri M. Satare should 
have been “Asstt Foreman/Chargeman, T & S grade ‘C’” 
w.e.f. 01.01.2000, the designation of workman, namely, Shri 
RG. Rajukar, Shri K.B. Rathod, and Shri Bandu P. Jawale 
should have been “Asstt. Foreman (Mech.) T & S Grade 
“C” w.e.f. 01.01.2001 and designation of workmen, Shri 
Ramesh B. Ajane and Shri Waman T. Talmule should have 
been “Fitter Cat-VI” w.e.f. 01.01.2001. 

Prayer has been made by the union to answer the 
reference in the affirmative and to direct the party no. 1 to 
change the designation and jobs of the workmen as per 
their placement in the higher grade and to omit the ITI 
designation and to give them the consequential benefits 
of further promotion. 

3. The party no. 1 in the written statement has pleaded 
inter-alia that when any policy matter arising out of the 
decisions of the JBCCI Crops up, the same has to be 
decided by referring the same to the Standardization 
Committee of JBCCI and such provision has been made in 
JBCCI-I to VII and the present union was not a participant 
in the JBCCI and by picking up some stray cases, it is 
trying to create disturbance in the matter which has already 
been settled, merely for political reason than anything 
else as it would be evident from the fact that following the 
JBCCI decision and clarification issued by it, a good 
number of employees have been allowed up-gradation and 
there is no protest/grievance either by the concerned 
employees or any of the major unions and the intention of 
the union is only to vex and harass its management. 

Party No. 1 has further pleaded that even otherwise 
also, a perusal of the relevant implement instruction of 
JBCCI reveals that the benefit to be granted to the 
concerned employees is only up-gradation and notional 
pay fixation and there is no directive for granting of 
promotion and the consequent pay fixation in the higher 
post and if the demand of the union is accepted and 
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designation of the higher post is granted, the same will 
amount to their automatic promotion and though not spell 
out specifically, the benefit granted by the IBCCI is in the 
nature of service linked up-gradation, under which, only 
the pay is upgraded without the benefit of pay fixation, as 
is done in the case of promotion and moreover, the 
employees, who are upgraded have to perform the duty in 
their original post and they are not given responsibilities 
and job performance linked with the upgraded post and 
for up-gradation, no DPC is required to be held nor the 
criteria of seniority, merit and competency of the 
employees, availability of sanctioned post etc. are applied 
and the JBCCI’s decision clearly mentions that such 
benefit is one time and personal to them and the union has 
totally misconceived the provision of the JBCCI’s 
implementation instruction No.32 and it is trying to obtain 
unmerited gain. 

It is also pleaded by party No.l that workmen, 
Shri K.B. Rathod and Shri Bandu P. Jawale were in fitter 
category VI and they were upgraded to grade ‘C’ vide 
office order dated 09/13.06.2002 and workmen, Shri Ramesh 
B. Ajare and Shri Waman T. Tamale were in category V and 
they were placed in category VI vide office order dated 
09/13.06.2002 and workmen, Shri P.G. Rajukar and Shri M.N. 
Satare were in fitter category VI and they were upgraded 
to grade ‘C’ post vide office order dated 30.09.2002 as per 
1.1. No.32 and workman, Shri P.G. Rajukar and Shri M.N. 
Satare were in category V and they could not have been 
placed in grade ‘C’ by jumping category VI post and there 
was no change in the service condition of the workmen as 
laid down by JBCCI and any decision taken by any other 
coal company is not acceptable to it (WCL) and the 
reference is untenable and is liable to be rejected. 

4. In the rejoinder, it is pleaded by the union on behalf 
of the workmen that party no.l in the written statement 
has raised frivolous and baseless objections, with a view 
to exhaust the workmen and to prejudice the Tribunal and 
practice of raising preliminary objection to the reference is 
disapproved by the Hon’ble Apex Court in number of 
decisions and a settlement within the meaning of sub¬ 
section (3) of section 18 of the Act is binding on both the 
parties and continues to remain in force, unless the same 
is altered, modified or substituted by another settlement 
and the workmen are entitled for the benefits of 
Implementation Instruction No. 32. 

5. At this stage, I think it apropos to mention that after 
filing of the written statement by party no. 1, on 17.04.2011, 
the workman, Shri K.B. Rathod and the party no.l filed a 
joint petition for passing of a compromise award, on the 
ground of their entering into a settlement and to have 
signed in Form-H. The settlement in Form-H duly signed 
by the parties and witnesses was also filed and in view of 
the said settlement, the application was allowed and case 
of workman, Shri K.B. Rathod was disposed of in terms of 


the settlement. In view of the order dated 17.04.2011, the 
case of workman, Shri K.B. Rathod is disposed of in terms 
of the settlement entered into between him and the party 
no.l. 

6. Besides placing reliance on documentary evidence, 
the union has examined one witness, namely, Lomesh 
Maroti Khartad to prove its case. No oral evidence has 
been adduced by party no.l. However, party no.l has 
relied on documentary evidence in support of its stand. 

The evidence of the witness examined by the union 
is on affidavit and he has reiterated the facts mentioned in 
the statement of claim. However, it is to be mentioned that 
in view of the stands taken by the parties and the 
documentary evidence produced by them, there is no need 
to consider the oral evidence of the witness to decide the 
reference. 

7. At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned advocate for the union that implementation 
instruction 32 was issued for career growth of ITI 
personnel and the said instruction was addressed to 
Chairman-cum-Managing Directors of all subsidiaries 
including WCL, who were signatories to NCW-VI and 
there is specific provision in NCWA that in case of any 
doubt or difficulty in interpretation of implementation, the 
same shall be referred to and settled by the JBCCI or 
committee constituted by JBCCI and Implementation 
Instruction no. 32 is regading career growth of ITI personnel 
and party No.l has deprived the workmen from their 
legitimate claim and the settlement is binding on the parties 
and party no.l is a “State” under Article 12 of the 
Constitution of India and the party no.l is bound to give 
the benefits of Implementation Instruction no. 32 to the 
workmen. In support of such contention, reliance has 
been placed by the learned advocate for the union on the 
decision reported in 2007 (115) FLR-427 (Mohan Mahto 
Vs. Central Coal Fields Ltd.) 

8. It is to be mentioned here that on the date fixed for 
argument, neither the party no.l nor their advocate 
attended the case and no argument was made on behalf of 
the party no. 1. 

9. On perusal of the materials on record including the 
pleadings of the parties, it is found that implementation 
instruction no. 32 as per the National Coal Wage 
Agreement-VI dated 22.01.2002 was issued by the 
Member-Secretary, JBCCI-VI in regard to career growth of 
ITI personnel. The union as well as party no.l has filed 
the copy of the said Implementation Instruction no. 32 
separately which have been marked as Ext. W-II and Ext. 
M-I respectively. Paragraphs 2 and 3 of Implementation 
Instruction no. 32 read as follows:- 

(2) Existing ITI Personnel who have completed three 

years in the existing grade as on 31.12.1999 will be 

notionally placed in next higher category/grade w.e.f. 

01.01.2000 but the financial benefit will accrue w.e.f. 
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01.01.2001 and this will be personal to them as one 
time arrangement. 

(3) ITI Personnel who have completed three years as 
on 31.12.2000 in the existing category/grade will be 
placed in next higher grade w.e.f. 01.01.2001 and this 
will be personal to them as one time arrangement. 

It is also found from the pleadings of the parties and 
the documents, Exts. M-II and M-III,(document filed by 
the management) and Exts. W-III and W-IV (the documents 
filed by the union) that party no. 1 as per Implementation 
Instruction no. 32, placed the workman, Shri M.N. Satare, 
who was in Electrical Category-VI in T & S grade “C” 
w.e.f. 01.01.2000 with financial benefit w.e.f. 01.01.2001 and 
Workman, Shri P.G. Rajurkar, who was in fitter category-VI, 
in T & S Grade “C” w.e.f. 01.01.2000 with financial benefit 
w.e.f. 01.01.2001, vide order dated 30.05.2002 and placed 
workman, Shri K.B. Rathod, who was in fitter category VI, 
in grade “C” w.e.f. 01.01.2001 with financial benefit w.e.f. 
01.01.2001, workman, Shri Bandu P. Jawale, who was in 
Turner Category-VI, in grade “C” w.e.f. 01.01.2001 with 
financial benefit w.e.f. 01.01.2001 and workmen, 
Shri Ramesh B. Ajane and Shri Waman T. Talmale, who 
were in fitter category V, in category VI w.e.f. 01.01.2001 
with financial benefit from 01.01.2001, as per order dated 
9/13.06.2002. However, in both the aforesaid orders, it 
was mentioned by party no.l that, “the employees so 
placed in higher category will carry their own designation 
and will continue to do the existing job and word “ITI” 
shall continue till their promotion, as the case of “SLU.” 
Party No. 1 has produced the document, the letter dated 
30.03.2002/02.04.2002 issued by the General Manager (I.R.) 
of WCL to all the CGMS/GMS of WCL Areas, in which it 
was directed that on placement, existing ITI certificate 
holders will carry their own designation/ category/grade 
and when such employees get regular promotion, the word 
‘ITT will be omitted and will carry their designation as per 
normal promotional channel and existing ITI personnel 
who are placed in higher category/grade will be governed 
as per their original designation for promotion in higher 
grade under relevant cadre scheme and this scheme will 
only be applicable to those existing ITI certificate holders/ 
employees who are presently deployed/working in their 
cadre designation. 

From the pleadings of the party No. 1, it is found that 
its plea is that the benefit granted by the JBCCI is in the 
nature of service linked up-gradation under which only 
the pay is to be upgraded without the benefit of pay fixation 
as is done in the case of promotion. However, on perusal 
of IT.No.32, it is found that the interpretation made by the 
party No. lin regard to the spirit of the said instructions is 
not at all correct. It is to be mentioned that the subject 
matter of II No.32 is regarding “Career Growth of ITI 
Personnel” and not of giving financial benefits to the ITI 
holders and Implementation Instruction no. 32 has nothing 


to do with “service linked up-gradation,” as claimed by 
the party No.l. The instructions given in II No.32 clearly 
indicate that the existing ITI holders are to be placed in 
the higher cadre/grade without following the normal course 
of promotion and to fix their pay in the higher cadre/grade 
from the date, as mentioned in the same. 

Applying the principles as enunciated in the decision 
cited by the learned advocate for the union to the case in 
hand, it is found that the direction given in letter dated 
30.03.2002/02.04.2002 by the General Manager (IR) of WCL 
is not statutory. 

From the materials on record, it is found that the 
order of party No. 1 that the order of placement will not 
make any difference in the present designation of the 
workmen, namely,Shri P.G.Rajurkar, Shri M.N.Satare,Shri 
Bandu P. Jawale, Shri Ramesh B. Ajane and Shri WamanT. 
Talmale and the nature of their duties and the word ‘ITI’ 
shall continue till their normal promotion as the case of 
SLU is not correct. Hence, it is ordered:- 

ORDER 

The reference is answered in favour of the workmen. 

The case of the workman, Shri K.B.Rathod is 
disposed of in terms of the compromise petition and 
settlement in Form No. H filed by the said workman and 
the party No. 1. The compromise petition and settlement in 
Form No.H are made part of the award. 

Workman, Shri M.N.Satare is entitled for placement 
as Asst. Foreman/Chargeman,T & S Grade ‘C’ w.e.f. 
01.01.2000 with financial benefits from 01.01.2001, workman 
Shri P.GRajurkaris entitled for placement as Asst. Foreman 
(Mech) T & S Grade ‘C’ w.e.f. 01.01.2001 and financial 
benefits from 01.01.2001, workman Shri Bandu P. Jawale is 
entitled for placement as Asst. Foreman (Mech) T & S 
Grade ‘C’ w.e.f. 01.01.2001 with financial benefits from 
01.01.2001 and workmen, Shri Ramesh B. Ajane and 
Shri Waman T. Talamule are entitled for placement as fitter 
category VI w.e.f. 01.01.2001 with financial benefits from 
01.01.2001. The five workmen as named above are also 
entitled for the designation in accordance to their 
respective placement. 

J. P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 

BEFORE THE HONOURABLE PRESIDING OFFICER 
CENTRALGOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Ref. No. CGIT/NGP/17 of2008 

Between : Employers in relation to the Management of 
Chief General Manager Chandrapur Area/ 
Sub-Area Manager Hindustan Lalpeth OC 
Sub-Area—WCLtd. 

AND 

Their workmen 
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JOINT PETITION FOR COMPROMISE AWARD 


In the above mentioned Industrial Dispute Pending 
before the Hon’ble Tribunal for Adjudication the parties 
to the above dispute jointly submit that, they have arrived 
at a mutual settlement in Form-H’. Copies of the same are 
being enclosed. 

In view of the amicable settlement arrived between 
the parties, they jointly pray that a consent award may 
kindly be passed accordingly. 

-Sd-illegible K.B.Rathod 

Area Personnel Manager Fitter (Mech.) 

Chandrapur Area Grade-C (ITI), BOC 

WCL 

Place: 

Date: 26.4.2011 

MEMORANDUM OF SETT LEM ENT 
Form ‘H’ 

(SEE RULE-58) 

NAME OF PARTIES 


1. Representing Employer 


2. Representing Workman 


1. Shri S.T. Ghosh 

Area Personnel Manager 
WCL Chandrapur Area 

2. Shri M.V.R. Reddy 
Sr. Manager (Per) 
[IR/Legal] 

WCL, Chandrapur Area 

l.Shri K.B.Rathod, 

Fitter (Mech.) Grade C 
(ITI) Workman, 

Bathadi OC Mine 


SHORT RECITAL OF THE CASE 

Shri K.B.Rathod Fitter (Mech.) Cat.VI filed the case 
before the ALC(C), Chandrapur under case No. ALCH-54/ 
(05)/2005. 

Shri Rathod was placed in T&S Grade-C(ITI) as per 
office order No. WCL/CHA/HLUGSA/HLC-3/M/SOM/Per/ 
1803, dated 09/13.06.2002 w.e.f. 01.01.2001. The said 
placement was done as per 1.1. No. 32 issued by member 
Secretary CIL Shri Rathod had challenged the said office 
order which was issued by the then Supdt. of Mines/ 
Manager HLC-3 mine. He had demanded that he should 
be considered as Asst. Foreman T&S Grade-C . The above 
issue was raised by the workman concern through 
Rashtriya Colliery Mazdoor Congress union at that time. 

The above issue has not been settled before the 
ALC(C), Chandrapur and it has been referred to Ministry 
of labour after FOC. 

Regarding promotion of Rathod was examined in 
the DPC of 2010-11 at Bhatadi OC Mine. Now the workman 
has submitted one written application that “he is ready to 
withdraw the case from CGIT” and to this effect he is 


willing to enter in to a settlement Form - H in this matter for 
getting his promotion to the post of Asst. Foreman (Mech.) 
Grade-C. 

This point was raised by the workman concerned at 
area level meeting and discussed the point at length and 
decided the case on the guidelines of WCL, HQ. 

Now the Area Management has agreed to promote 
him to the post of Asst Foreman (Mech.) Grade-C after 
entering this settlement and promotion order will be issued 
with prospective effect with no benefit of the past. 
Moreover this matter was fully and finally settled on the 
following terms of settlement. 

Terms of Settlement 

1. The workman concern has agreed to withdraw the 
said case unconditionally from the CGIT. 

2. It is agreed to promote him to the post of Asst. 
Foreman (Mech.) T&S Grade-C with prospective 
effect. 

3. The workman has entered in to a settlement in Form- 
‘H’ to this effect. 

4. When the workman does not comply the above 
terms, then management has the right to withdraw 
the promotion order without assigning any reason. 

5. This settlement resolves the issue fully and finally. 

6. It is also agreed that copies of this settlement will be 
submitted to the concerned authorities. 

Both the parties have agreed for the above terms of 
settlement. 

Shri S. T. Ghosh Shri M. V. Rami Reddy 

Area Personnel Manager Sr. Manager (Per) 

Chandrapur Area [IR/Legal] 

Chandrapur Area 

Shri K. B. Rathod 
Fitter (Mech.) Grade C (ITI) 

Workman, BOC 

Place: Chandrapur 
Date: 26.3.2011 

Witnesses of Management Witnesses of Workmen 

(1) -Sd-illegible (1) (S. Vishwa Karma) 

(2) -Sd-illegible (2) (W. T. Shende) 

13 33W, 2014 
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New Delhi, the 13th August, 2014 

S.O. 2273. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 90/2000) 
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Asansol as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of ECL and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 
13/08/2014. 

[No. L-22012/111/2000-IR (C-H)] 
B.M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, ASANSOL. 

PRESENT : Sri Pramod Kumar Mishra,Presiding Officer 

REFERENCE NO. 90 OF 2000 

PARTIES : The management of Dhemomain Pits 
Colliery of M/s. ECL 

Vs. 

Sri MitanRana 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

For the management : Sri P. K. Das, Ld. Advocate 

For the union (Workman) : Mr. M. Mukherjee Ld. 

Advocate 

Industry : Coal State : West Bengal 

Dated-21.07.14 
AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub¬ 
section 1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), Govt, of India 
through the Ministry of Labour vide its Order No. L-22012/ 
11 l/2000-IR(C-II) dated 12.09.2000/15.09.2000 has been 
pleased to refer the following dispute for adjudication by 
this Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of the 
Dhemomain Pits Colliery in dismissing Sri Mitan 
Rana from services and also denying reinstatement 
thereof is legal and justified? If not, to what relief 
the workman is entitled?” 

Having received the Order of Letter No. L-22012/ 
11 l/2000-IR(C-II) dated 12.09.2000/15.09.2000 of the above 
said reference from the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, a reference case 
No. 90 of 2000 was registered on 27.09.2000 and 
accordingly an order to that effect was passed to issue 
notices through the registered post to the parties 
concerned directing them to appear in the court on the 
date fixed and to file their written statements along with 


the relevant documents and a list of witnesses in support 
of their claims. In pursuance of the said order notices by 
the registered post were sent to the parties concerned. 

On perusal of the case record, I find that my 
predecessor (Late Jayanta Kumar Sen, the then P.O.) of 
this Tribunal had reserved an award in this case because 
workman/union was neither appearing nor taking any step 
since long. It seems that the workman has now no more 
interest to proceed with the case further. As such the case 
is closed and accordingly an order of “No Dispute” award 
is hereby passed. 

ORDER 

Let an “Award” be and the same is passed as “No 
Dispute” existing. Send the copies of the order to the Govt, 
of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for needful 
information. The reference is accordingly disposed of. 

PRAMOD KUMAR MISHRA, Presiding Officer 
##7#, 13 33W, 2014 

37T.3TT. 2274.—aMfiFT f#lTT 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 
471 14) # £TRT 17 # 3)^^ # m47Ri #. T^T. # 

"4I4M4, # T4TC (## WTT 22/2002) 471 ycblfiMd 

Wt t, # 7R47R 4^ 13/08/2014 47t W7T 3TT 2TTI 

[# T?T - 22012/304/2001 -STT^STR (#-11)] 
#. TP- 434144, #37 3#37R] 
New Delhi, the 13th August, 2014 

S.O. 2274. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 22/2002) of 
the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Asansol as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Girmint Colliery, M/s. 
ECL, and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 13/08/2014. 

[No. L-22012/304/2001-IR (C-H)] 
B.M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, ASANSOL 

PRESENT : Sri Pramod Kumar Mishra, Presiding Officer 

REFERENCE NO. 22 OF 2002 

PARTIES : The management of Girmint (R) Colliery of 

M/s. ECL 

Vs. 

Smt. SugiaDevi 
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REPRESENTATIVES: 

For the Management : Sri P. K. Das, Ld. Advocate 

For the union (Workman): Sri. S.K. Pandey, General 

Secretary of CMC (HMS) 

Industry : Coal State : West Bengal 

Dated -21.07.14 
AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), Govt, of India 
through the Ministry of Labour vide its Order No. L-22012/ 
304/2001-IR(C-II) dated 01.08.2002 has been pleased to 
refer the following dispute for adjudication by this 
Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the management of the 
Girmint (R) Colliery in not regularising Smt. Sugia 
Devi as Ayah / Medical Ayah is fair and justified? If 
not, to what relief is the concerned workman entitled 
and from what date?” 

Having received the Order of Letter No. L-22012/ 
304/200l-IR(C-II) dated 01.08.2002 of the above said 
reference from the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, a reference case No. 
22 of 2002 was registered on 13.08.2002 and accordingly 
an order to that effect was passed to issue notices through 
the registered post to the parties concerned directing them 
to appear in the court on the date fixed and to file their 
written statements along with the relevant documents and 
a list of witnesses in support of their claims. In pursuance 
of the said order notices by the registered post were sent 
to the parties concerned. 

On perusal of the case record, I find that my 
predecessor (Late Jayanta Kumar Sen, the then P.O.) of 
this Tribunal had reserved for award in this case because 
Sri S.K. Pandey, representative of the workman submitted 
that the workman was not traced out and no instruction 
had been received from her. The workman is also neither 
appearing nor taking any step since long. As such the 
case is closed and accordingly an order of “No Dispute” 
award is hereby passed. 

ORDER 

Let an “Award” be and the same is passed as “No 
Dispute” existing. Send the copies of the order to the Govt, 
of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for needful 
information. The reference is accordingly disposed of. 

PRAMOD KUMAR MISHRA, Presiding Officer 
M feT, 13 33W, 2014 

W.3TT. 2275—3)y Pl4> 3##pw, 1947 (1947 
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TTt y=bl(i!ld 13/08/2014 W 

2TTI 

[Tf. -^-22012/33/2006-31^3^ (TTpriT-II) ] 
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New Delhi, the 13th August, 2014 

S.O. 2275. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 32/2007) 
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Jabalpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Jhingurdha Project 
of NCL, and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 13/08/2014. 

[No. L-22012/33/2006-IR (CM-II)] 
B.M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/32/2007 
PRESIDING OFFICER: SHR1R. B. PATLE 

Shri Meghnath Sahu, 

S/o Late Devraj Sahu, 

At Vill. Medhauli, 

PO Morwa, 

Sidhi (MP) .... Workman 

Versus 

Chief General Manager, 

Jhingurdha Project of NCL, 

PO Jhingurdha, 

Sidhi (MP) .... Management 

AWARD 

(Passed on this 4th day of July, 2014) 

1. As per letter dated 28-2-07 by the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under 
Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-22012/ 
33/2006-IR(CM-II). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. 
NCL in not correcting the date of birth of Shri 
Meghnath Sahu as 14-5-95 instead of 27-5-1940 is 
legal and justified? If not, to what relief is the ex¬ 
workman entitled?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to 
the parties. Workman submitted statement of claim at Page 
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2/2 to 2/8. Case of 1st party workman is that after receiving 
order dated 7-12-99 from Personal Manager about his 
superannuation from 26-5-00, Writ Petition No. 3119 was 
filed by him in High Court. Hon’ble High Court directed 
him to approach Labour court within 90 days. After raising 
dispute before ALC, the dispute has been referred for 
adjudication by this Tribunal. 

3. Workman submits that he was appointed as labour 
on 14-5-63 at age of 18 years. He worked with devotion. 
His submissions were appreciated by Ilnd party issuing 
letter dated 6-10-99. That he was promoted to the post of 
Fitter Grade-Ill, II, I time to time. According to workman 
when he was initially appointed as labour, he was of 
18 years of age. However his date of birth was wrongly 
corrected as 27-5-40. The correction of his date of birth 
was made without issuing notice to him. He claims 
ignorance about the object of his examination by Medical 
Board. The correction of his date of birth is illegal. He 
submitted representations dated 22-3-99, 2-4-99. He had 
submitted horoscope along with his representations. That 
as per entry in horoscope, his date of birth was recorded 
correctly. That his elder brother Jaimal Sahu was elder by 
5 years. In Voter List, age of workman was shown as 53 & 
age of Jaimal Sahu was shown as 58 years. That Jaimal 
sahu was working in other section was having 2-3 years 
time for retirement. Workman was retired assuming his 
date of birth was 27-5-1940. That applicant is prematurely 
retired. On such contentions, workman prays to quash 
communication dated 7-12-99 and direct Ilnd party not to 
retire him arbitrarily. Workman also prays for monetary 
benefits from 27-5-00 to 26-5-05. 

4. Ilnd party filed Written Statement at pages 6/1 to 
6/9. End party submits that workman has retired on 26-5-00. 
The dispute is raised after lapse of time is not tenable. 
That as per provisions of Mines Act, the registers were 
maintained. Form B register was maintained. The date of 
birth of workman was recorded as per the entries 
maintained in register of employment in the mine prior to 
nationalization. That the service excerpts of workman were 
circulated as per Instruction No. 37. The workman has not 
placed any objection about his date of birth. The 
Instruction No. 76 provides that Matriculation Certificate 
or Higher Secondary Certificate issued by recognized 
Universities has proof of date of birth. The circular issued 
by Mining Sirdar is binding or similar other certificate 
issued by Manager are considered as valid proof of date 
of birth. He submitted that horoscope cannot be accepted 
as proof of date of birth of workman. That date of birth 
was correctly recorded as 27-5-40. At fag end of his career, 
workman prayed for correction of his date of birth. 
Document submitted by workman could not be accepted. 
The workman was referred by Medical Board. As per 
recommendation of Medical Board, his date of birth is 
recorded that there is no error in recording date of birth of 


workman. Ilnd party reiterates that date of birth of workman 
was correctly recorded. The claim of workman be rejected. 

5. Considering pleadings on record, the points which 
arise for my consideration and determination are as under. 
My findings are recorded against each of them for the 
reasons as below:- 

(i) "Whether the action of the manage- In Affirmative 
ment of M/S NCL in not correcting 

the date of birth of Shri Meghnath 
Sahu as 14-5-95 instead of27-5-1940 
is legal and justified? 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is Relief prayed 

entitled to?” by workman is 

rejected. 

REASONS 

6. Workman is claiming that his correct date of birth is 
14-5-45 as recorded in horoscope. His date of birth was 
wrongly corrected as 27-5-40. That he was prematurely 
retired on 26-5-2000. He prays for appropriate order 
including monetary benefits. Relief prayed by workman is 
denied by Ilnd party reiterating that his date of birth was 
correctly recorded in Form B register. Workman has failed 
to participate in reference proceeding. He has not adduced 
any evidence. His evidence is closed on 11-10-2012. 
Documents produced by workman are admitted and 
marked Exhibit W-1 to W-6. Admitted documents are Exhibit 
W-1 appreciating service of workman W-2 is information 
submitted by workman in prescribed form for retiral 
benefits, his date of birth is shown as 27-5-1940. Exhibit 
W-3 is representation submitted by workman. W-4 is reply 
given by management rejecting his claim. W-5 is 
communication dated 7-12-99 informing workman about 
his superannuation on completion of age of 60 years. 
W-6 is letter given by Personal Manager rejecting his 
claim for correction of date of birth. Management filed 
affidavit of evidence of Shri Kripal Singh supporting 
contentions raised in Written Statement filed by Ilnd party. 
Witness has proved documents Exhibit M-l to M-5. In 
service book of workman Exhibit M-5 details of workman 
are recorded, date of retirement is shown 27-5-00. Date of 
joining is shown 14-5-63. Date of birth is recorded 27-5-40. 
Workman failed to adduce evidence in support of his claim. 
On the other hand, management has produced documents 
to substantiate his contentions about correct date of birth 
of workman. For want of evidence by workman, I record 
my finding in Point No. 1 in Affirmative. 

7. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The action of the management of M/S NCL in not 
correcting the date of birth of Shri Meghnath Sahu 
as 14-5-95 instead of 27-5-1940 is legal and proper. 

(2) Relief prayed by workman is rejected. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 13th August, 2014 

S.O. 2276. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 54/2009) 
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of Food Corporation of India 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government 
on 13/08/2014. 

[No. L-22011/83/2008-IR (CM-II)] 
B.M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/54/09 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRIR. B. PATLE 

Shri Babu Khan, Hmal, 

FCI Sioni Deptt. 

PO Sioni, 

Distt. Sioni (MP), 

Jabalpur ...Workman 

Versus 

Regional Manager, 

Food Corporation of India, 

Asha Vikas Kendra, 2722, 

Church Compound, 

Napier Town, 

Jabalpur ...Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 21st day of July, 2014 

1. As per letter dated 6-4-09 by the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under 
Section lOofl.D. Act, 1947 as per Notification No. L-22011/ 
83/2008-IR(CM-II). The dispute under reference relates to: 


“Whether the demand of Shri Babu Khan and 20 
others ( as per list enclosed) for their regularization 
with the management of FCI is legal and justified? 
To what reliefs are the claimants entitled for?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to 
the parties. 1st party workmen failed to submit statement 
of claim. 1st party workman proceeded ex parte on 
28-11-2011. 

3. Ilnd party filed ex parte Written Statement. Ilnd party 
submits that Babu Khan and 20 other labourers were 
labours of contractor Agrawal. There was no relationship 
of employer - employee between 1st party workman and 
Ilnd party FCI. 1st party were never engaged by Ilnd party. 
Workmen are not covered under Section 2(s) of I.D.Act. 
Incidentally Ilnd party has pleaded that FCI Corporation 
is established as per Act of 1964. Handling and Transport 
contractors were engaged by Ilnd party till 1989. Thereafter 
mate system was introduced. Under contract system, the 
labour charges were paid to contractor for the work 
performed. At present workmen are not working with FCI, 
they are not entitled to any relief. 

4. Ilnd party filed affidavit of witness Shri Vijay Kumar 
supporting contentions in written statement filed by Ilnd 
party that workmen are not engaged by Ilnd party. They 
are labours engaged by contractor. Employee employer 
relationship doesnot exist. It is submitted that workmen 
are not entitled to any relief. 

5. 1st party workman has not filed statement of claim. 
Ilnd party had denied employer employee relationship in 
written Statement as well as in affidavit of evidence. I find 
no reason to disbelieve unchallenged evidence of 
management’s witness and uncontroverted pleadings in 
Written Statement. Therefore reference deserves to be 
answered in favour of the management. 

6. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

The demand of Shri Babu Khan and 20 others (as 
per list enclosed) for their regularization with the 
management of FCI is not justified. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

T^fTToTl, 13 37W, 2014 
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New Delhi, the 13th August, 2014 

S.O. 2277. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 86/2007) 
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of WCL and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 13/08/2014. 

[No. L-22012/9/2007-IR (CM-II)] 

B.M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/86/07 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRIR. B. PATLE 

Dy.General Secretary, 

Rashtriya Koyla Khadan Mazdoor Sangh (INTUC), 
Regional office, Chandametta, 

PO Chandametta, 

Chhind wra ... Workman/U nion 

Versus 

Chief General Manager, 

WCL, Pench Area, 

PO Parasia, 

Chhindwara ...Management 

AWARD 

(Passed on this 10th day of July, 2014) 

1. As per letter dated 7-9-07 by the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under 
Section 10 of I.D. Act, 1947 as per Notification No. L- 
22012/9/2007-IR (CM-II). The dispute under reference 
relates to: 

“Whether the action of the management of WCL in 
not correcting their records in respect of date of 
birth of Late Shri Gondal in accordance with their 
order No. WCL/Pench/PE/Dy.CME/ ADC/84/878 
dated 12-10-84 is legal and justified? If not, whether 
the demand of the Union for providing employment 
to Shri Ajay Kumar Markam, dependent of Late Shri 
Gondal is legal and justified? If so, to what relief is 
the dependent of Late Shri Gondal entitled?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to 
the parties. Workman submitted statement of claim. Case 
of 1st party workman is that Shri Gondal, S/o Kudalsi was 
working as Timber Mistry in Rawanwara Khas Colliery. 
He was member of INTUC Union. His date of birth was 
wrongly recorded. After death of workman, his son Ajay 
Markam submitted application for appointment on 


compassionate basis. That Late Gondal S/o Kudalsi was 
appointed as Timber Mistry in May, 1973 in Rawanwara 
Khas Colliery. The services of employees of WCL are 
governed by NCWA. Mine was nationalized in 1973. The 
proprietor of the Mines destroyed record. Management 
was recording date of birth at their wills. It resulted in 
unrest among labours. Instruction No.39 was issued by 
management as per Bipartite settlement in the matter of 
correction of date of birth. Instruction No. 76 was issued 
by management in 1976. That Rawanwara Khas Colliery as 
per Instruction No. 39 of WCL Nagpur had recorded date 
of birth of employees. Notice was displayed on notice 
board on 28-9-81 inviting objection if the date of birth was 
not correctly recorded. That names of 31 employees 
including Late Bondal were in the list. Decision was taken 
to refer the matter of age determination to the Committee. 
Date of birth of late Bondal was wrongly recorded by Age 
Determination Committee. The age of Late Bondal was 
shown 35 years on 11 -9-09/ however illegally he was retired 
on 1-9-03, 6 years before the date of superannuation. 
Despite of request and representations, the date of birth 
of late Bondal was not corrected. Representations were 
submitted on 29-11-03, 8-3-04 by Union. Shri Ajay Markam 
S/o Late Bondal has reiterated that date of birth of late 
Bondal was wrongly recorded. Bondal died leaving his 
widow, 3 sons and a daughter. All of his sons and 
daughters are unemployed. That they are entitled to retiral 
benefits after death of Late Bondal. Shri Ajay Markam 
appointed on compassionate ground as dependent of Late 
Bondal. Accordingly prayers are made in his Statement of 
Claim. 

3. Ilnd party management filed Written Statement 
denying claim of the dependent of workman Ajay Markam. 
Ilnd party submits that dispute is raised by Union for 
correction of date of birth of Bondal. As per letter dated 
12-10-84, employment is also prayed for Ajay Markam S/o 
Late Bondal. Correction of his date of birth is requested 
after lapse of 25 years from 12-10-84. That Bondal had 
died. He never disputed his date of birth. The dispute is 
referred after inordinate delay. It is not tenable. Ilnd party 
has referred to provisions of Section 10 of I.D. Act. On 
11-9-84, workman claimed his age was 35 years, his date of 
birth was recorded as 11-9-49.1st party has not produced 
any document about date of birth of Bondal. Ilnd party 
has referred to ratio held in various cases by Apex Court 
and High Court. It is reiterated that Union raised dispute 
first time after 2 years after retirement of workman. Such 
dispute is not tenable. As per Mines Act, Form B is required 
to be maintained. The date of birth of late Bondal was 
correctly recorded in Form B. Union had raised issue of 
correction of date of birth and Instruction Nos. 37,76 were 
issued. As per said Instruction No. 76, the circular of 
matriculation, Hsc.,University Board etc. are treated as 
correct evidence of date of birth. The correction of date of 
birth is required to be determined by Medical Board in 
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those matters. Such cases are not to be reopened unless 
they vary from it. As per date of birth of Bondal recorded 
1-9-43, he was retired in the year 2003. All other adverse 
contentions are denied. Ilnd party prayed for rejection of 
claim of workman. 

4. Considering pleadings on record, the points which 
arise for my consideration and determination are as under. 
My findings are recorded against each of them for the 
reasons as below:- 

(i) Whether the action of the manage- In Affirmative 
ment of WCL in not correcting their 

records in respect of date of birth of 
Late Shri Gondal in accordance with 
their order No. WCL/Pench/PE/ 

Dy.CME/ADC/ 84/ 878 dated 12-10-84 
is legal and justified? 

(ii) Whether the demand of the Union for In Negative 
providing employment to Shri Ajay 

Kumar Markam, dependent of Late 
Shri Gondal is legal and justified? 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is Workman is 
entitled to?” not entitled 

to relief 
claimed by 
him. 

REASONS 

5. Present dispute is raised by Union after 2 years of 
death of Late Bondal. Statement of claim is filed by Ajay 
Markam S/o Late Bondal. Ajay Markam filed affidavit of 
his evidence covering his contentions in statement of 
claim. His father was appointed in Rawanwara Khas Colliery 
of Pench Area. After nationalization of coal mines in 1973, 
the proprietor of the mines destroy record. That the date 
of birth of his father was not correctly recorded. Age of 
his father was shown as 35 years as on 11-09-84. His father 
could have retired on 11-9-09, he was prematurely retired. 
He prays for his correction of date of birth as per Bipartite 
Settlement. In his cross-examination, Ajay Markam says 
he has no other document except which are produced on 
record. He is graduate. After looking to the appointment 
letter of his father, he has written para-3 of his affidavit. 
Para5,6 of his affidavit were not written after looking to 
any document. Para-7 to 10 of his affidavit are written after 
going through the records he had obtained. He had seen 
name list in file of his father. 

6. Management’s witness Y.Seshidhar covered 
contentions of management in Written Statement that the 
workman himself declared his age as 38 year on 1-9-91. 
Form B was properly maintained, date of birth of Late 
Bondal was 1-9-1943 and initial appointment was recorded 
as 17-12-73. Late Bondal was retired on 31-8-03 after 
attaining age of superannuation. Shri Bondal died on 


31-3-05 after 18 months of his retirement. He has not raised 
any dispute. 

7. Management’s witness in his cross-examination 
says he was working at Rawanwara Mine from 2011. He 
seen documents relating to service of workman. He was 
unable to tell whether Annexure W-5 was issued by the 
Officer. He claimed ignorance about signature on Exhibit 
W-5 & W-6 and denied its contents. He also denied 
contents of Exhibit W-5, W-6 request for correction of his 
date of birth. The documents produced on record Exhibit 
M-l is copy of Instruction No. 37, M-2 is copy of 
Instruction No.76. said document clearly spells that service 
records Committee held several meetings and the record 
notes of discussions were finally placed before the JBCCI- 
IV at the 9th meeting which were approved with certain 
modification. In Exhibit M-7, date of birth of workman is 
recorded as 1-9-43. In Exhibit M-6 age of workman Gondal 
is recorded as 38 years as on 1-9-81. His date of 
appointment is shown 1-5-73. Exhibit M-5 is notice of 
retirement dated 30-7-03. Late Gondal has not submitted 
any representation even after receiving notice. Exhibit M- 
5 is original of retirement notice and M-6 is original of 
Exhibit M-4. The service record of Bondal is produced at 
Exhibit M-7. His date of birth is shown as 1-9-43. Evidence 
of Shri Ajay Markam is silent that his father had raised any 
dispute about date of birth after receiving retirement notice. 
The dispute is raised by Union after 2 years of his death. 
Shri Ajay Markam has produced documents Exhibit W-1 is 
copy of order of reference, W-2 is notice dated 18-9-81. 
The employees were requested to confirm date of birth 
recorded against their names within 90 days. Exhibit W-3 
is copy of retirement notice dated 1-3-03 to Late Bondal. 
Exhibit W-4 is application dated 9-3-03 submitted to 
Personal Manager concluding that his age was 35 years 
on 11-9-85. Exhibit W-5 is notice of retirement issued to 
Late Bondal. Exhibit W-6 is copy of application submitted 
by late Bondal objecting his retirement as 31 -8-03.Ist party 
workman has not produced document about date of birth 
of Late Bondal either of school or certificate from Board. 
Therefore his claim cannot be accepted. For above 
reasons, I record my finding in Point No. 1 in Affirmative. 

8. Point No.2- Demand of Union for appointment of 
Shri Ajay Markam, dependent of Late Bondal is co-related 
to date of birth of Bondal. In view of my finding in Point 
No. 1, workman has failed to establish correct date of birth, 
claim for appointment of Shri Ajay Markam on 
compassionate ground cannot be accepted. Therefore I 
record my finding in Point No.2 in Negative. 

9. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The action of the management of WCL in not 
correcting their records in respect of date of birth of 
Late Shri Gondal in accordance with their order 
No. WCL/Pench/PE/DyCME/ ADC/ 84/ 878 dated 
12-10-84 is proper. 
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(2) The demand of the Union for providing employment 
to Shri Ajay Kumar Markam, dependent of Late Shri 
Gondal is not legal. 

(3) Workman is not entitled to relief claimed by him. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 
# f##, 13 3TW, 2014 

CKT.3TT. 2278.—3tkjlPl=b f#)U 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 
^f7I 14) HTKT 17 # ^T37R p^f. 

# 3ReRT5r # f#TD37f 3# <b4<bKl' # #3 

3TJ#T t}' aMfW 3 ### 7T37R aiklPlch 
3#37W9R"JI4M4, (^WH 184/1990) 

# y+lP^ld ###713717# 13/08/2014 #TW7T 

f37T STTI 

[7T. T7J-22012/313/1989-37Tf3TT7 (#-11)] 

#. TB. McHm, #37 3#37Rt 

New Delhi, the 13th August, 2014 

S.O. 2278. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 184/ 
90) of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of NCL and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 13/08/2014. 

[No. L-22012/313/1989-IR (C-D)] 

B.M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/184/90 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRI R. B. PATLE 
Secretary, 

Rashtriya Colliery Mazdoor Sangh, 

Post Jhingurda Colliery, 

Distt. Sidhi. .Workman/Union 

Versus 

Northern Coalfields Limited, 

Singrauli, 

Distt Sidhi .Management 

AWARD 

(Passed on this 17th day of July, 2014) 

1. As per letter dated 18-9-90 by the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under 
Section 10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No. 


L-22012/313/89-IR(Coal-II). The dispute under reference 
relates to: 

“Whether the action of the management of Singrauli 
Area of NCL I changing the working hours of 
ministerial staff of Jayant Project, Jhingurda Project 
and Gorbi Project from 6 Vi hours per day on working 
days except Saturday alongwith 16 paid holidays to 
8 hours per day alongwith 8 paid holidays is 
justified? If not, to what relief the workman entitled 
to?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to 
the parties. 1st party Union submitted statement of claim 
thrice. It is case of Rashtriya Colliery Mazdoor Sangh 
Union. That notice of change under Section 9-A of I.D.Act 
about change of working hours of ministerial staff from 
6 Vi hours to 8 hours and paid holidays from 16 to 8 days 
was given by management of NCL. The Union made 
representation to Director of personnel of NCL, Singrauli 
on 12-7-88 protesting the proposed change. In the 
conciliation proceeding before ALC, Shahdol, stay was 
granted to maintain status quo about working hours of 
Ministerial staff of Jhingurda, Jayant and Gorbi Project. 
That the ministerial staff of those colliery were working 6 Vi 
hours a day since past 18 years opening of the mine. The 
working of ministerial staff of company headquarters at 
Singrauli is 6 Vi hours a day. Failure report was submitted 
by ALC, Shahdol. However the appropriate Government 
refused to make reference. Union filed petition No. 1550/ 
90. Hon’ble High Court directed Government to make 
reference immediately. 

3. Union submits that as per NCWA-III Para 12.4.1 only 
standardization Committee can look into the matters of 
working hours, leave etc. That offices at Jhingurda, Gorbi 
and Jayant are functioning since many years with 6 Vi 
hours a day. There is no justification for change of working 
hours to 8 hours per day. Union submits that the working 
6Vi hours is applicable to them. That Ministerial staff and 
administrative staff are exempted from observation in 
Chapter VI of Mines Act. In view of notification of 
Government of India, S.O.No. 3699 dated 22-11-65. Item 10 
in the schedule provides persons employed in welfare 
services including pithead baths, canteens and creches, 
issuing of food staff in hospitals and dispensaries in sanity 
or conservancy work etc. The provisions of exemption 
contained in Section 28,29,33,38,44,45,46 and sub section 
(1) and (4) of Section 48 ministerial staff has been working 
6 Vi hours a day and getting 16 paid holidays. Change is 
arbitrary. Union prays for rejection of change. Statement 
of claim submitted by Vice President of Coal Fields Labour 
Union, Jhingurda Colliery is on the similar lines. That NCL 
management unilaterally decided to change working hours 
and paid holidays issuing orders. Union filed case against 
management before ALC, Shahdol. After direction by 
Hon’ble High Court, the reference was made. NCWA-III 
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provides existing certain benefits not covered or altered 
by the agreement. That management of coal company is 
on record will not resort to unilateral interpretation of the 
agreement. It shall be duty of the standardization 
committee to examine different descriptions, disparities in 
service conditions etc. That the proposed change being 
policy matter, only JBCCI can take any decision about 
change of working conditions. NCL management cannot 
change working conditions of its employees in their 
headquarter at Singrauli which is closely associated with 
the projects. That the Ministerial staff and administrative 
staff working in office are exempted from operations of 
provisions of Chapter VI of the provisions of Mines Act 
in view of notification issued by Govt, of India S.O.No. 
3699 dated 22-11 -1963. It is submitted that proposed change 
is not legal. 

4. National Colliery Workers Federation submitted 
separate statement of claim on similar lines. That since 
Jayant Project, Jhingurda Project, Gorbi Coal Mines come 
in existence the working hours of ministerial staff in these 
mines have been 6 Vi hours per day. That in turn made it 
36 hours in a week. All the members of Ministerial staff 
have been getting 16 paid holidays in a calendar year. 
These mines were working since 14 years and 17 years 
respectively. It is submitted that the JBCCI has accepted 
existing practice in those mines of 6 Vi working hours per 
day and 16 paid holidays in a calendar year. Management 
issued notice of change on 30-6-88 under section 9-A of 
the Act. The change of working hours of Ministerial staff 
for 6 Vi days and paid holidays of 16 days is illegal, 
unreasonable. It is alleged that the change is arbitrary. It is 
reiterated that working hours in all those mines were 6 V 2 
hours per day and paid holidays were 16 in a year. The 
change is alleged to be detrimental to the interest of the 
workers. Such change should not be allowed. 

5. Management filed Written Statement at page 24/1 to 
24/9. It is submitted that the coal mines were owned by 
Private owner. The mines were nationalized in 1973. The 
title and interest of owners are transferred. Ownership 
and control of mines are vested with State for common 
good. The administration of coal mines has been vested 
to different companies including Ilnd party NCL. It is 
subsidiary company of Coal India Ltd. That Government 
constitute a central wage board for coal industry. The Wage 
Board after examining cases of both parties submitted 
recommendations for fixing service conditions of 
employees and wages. The service conditions of 
employees industry is covered by Wage Board 
Recommendation. The Wage scale have been fixed taking 
into consideration 8 hours working a day and not 6 Vi 
hours a day. More than 7 lakh employees are working in 
Coal industry in various states. NCDC was a public sector 
company. The Govt, collieries were followed the Central 
Govt, pay scale and working patter which resulted in 
following Central Govt, pattern of working hours and 


holidays. Due to some misunderstanding or ignorance in 
some collieries of NCDC, wrong working hours of clerical 
staff are shown 6 V 2 hours a day. It was subsequently 
stopped after nationalization but some companies taken 
over by NCDC, the service conditions of employees were 
protected in Agreement. That thousands of workmen were 
working 8 hours per day having 8 paid holidays. Those 
employees were protesting against illegal benefits given 
to selected workers. It was necessary to have common 
working hours in service conditions, pay scales in the 
industry. It is reiterated that the provisions of Mines Act 
provides working hours not more than 48 hours in a week, 
not more than 9 hours in a day, not to continuously work 
more than 5 hours. Similar provisions are reproduced in 
Written Statement of management. It is submitted that 
employee is duty bound to work 8 hours as per conditions 
of service. The ministerial staff attached to those three 
projects were working only for 6 Vi hours per day enjoying 
16 paid holidays. Double rate of overtime wages were 
paid to them. Only 22 staff posted in those 3 projects were 
enjoying better facilities about working hours and holidays. 
It was required to be nationalized therefore notice of change 
under Section 9-A was given. It is submitted that change 
is not illegal. It is consistent with provisions of Mines 
Act, NCWA Agreements. It is submitted that there are 4 
claimants namely RCMS, CLU, BKMS(BMS) and MPCWF. 
All claimants not filed their statements. The management 
summarized its stand that notifications of mandatory 
provisions under Section 9A of I.D.Act as it doesnot 
amount to change in service conditions. If demand of 
Union is admitted, lack of employees will come up with a 
similar demand and it may be difficult to resist such a 
claim. This will create total unrest in the Industry. 

6. It is further submitted that employees covered under 
Wage Board Agreement have been given benefits under 
NCWA-I to IV of LTC, LLTC, free supply of fuel and 
electricity, special leave of six months to those who suffer 
from TB, Cancer, Leprosy etc. Union raised point that 
without making change in working hours, the matter would 
have been protected because they are working under the 
Govt. Rules. The point arises under NCWA-I to IV only 
matter regarding 8 hours working in the standardization 
committee doesnot arise. The Ministerial staff was 
appointed prior to 1967 i.e. CPC staff and their service 
conditions have been protected because they are working 
under the Government. The employees who are appointed 
after 1967 accepted service conditions under Wage Board 
NCWA-I to IV. The question of discussing matter regarding 
8 hours working is not required. On all such contentions, 
Ilnd party prays that award be passed in its favour. 

7. Considering pleadings on record, the points which 
arise for my consideration and determination are as under. 
My findings are recorded against each of them for the 
reasons as below:- 
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(i) Whether the action of the manage- In Affirmative 
mentof Singrauli AreaofNCL I 

changing the working hours of 
ministerial staff of Jayant Project, 

Jhingurda Project and Gorbi Project 
from 6 Vi hours per day on working 
days except Saturday along with 16 
paid holidays to 8 hours per day 
alongwith 8 paid holidays is justified? 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is Workman is 

entitled to?” not entitled 

to any relief. 

REASONS 

8. Both parties have submitted written notes of 
argument. I have carefully gone through it. The parties are 
supporting their contentions in statement of claim and 
Written statement filed by find party. In notes of argument 
submitted by Ilnd party, ratio in various cases have been 
reproduced. Before dealing with oral evidence, it would 
be appropriate to look into the documents produced on 
record. 1st party Union produced documents Exhibit W-l 
to W-46. By document Exhibit W-1, Govt, refused to make 
reference for the reasons that in other projects, workmen 
worked for 8 hours and get 8 paid holidays. In order to 
bring uniformity, working hours of these project issuing 
notice under Section 9-A of I.D.Act, the action of 
management appears in consonance with the provisions 
of Mines Act. Exhibit W-2 is intimation given by Union 
Secretary about their intention to challenge the notice of 
change relating to working hours and paid holidays. Exhibit 
W-3 is copy of order passed in miscellaneous petition 
1550/90 by Hon’ble High Court directing Union of India to 
make reference within 2 months. Exhibit W-4 is office order 
dated 27-6-90 about change of working hours 8 hours per 
day and paid holidays 8 per year. Exhibit W-5,6 is also 
copy of office order about change of working hours. Exhibit 
W-7 is letter given by General Manager (Personnel) to 
General Manager to respected mines about change of 
working hours and deduction of salary. Exhibit W-8 is 
copy of order passed by Hon’ble High Court declining to 
grant him interim relief observing that the interim relief 
would be sought from Industrial Court. Exhibit W-9,10,11 
are office orders about the holidays and working hours. 
Exhibit W-l2 to 20 are office order about holidays on 
different festivals and working hours. Exhibit W-21 to 30 
are office orders about the national holidays and restricted 
holidays. Exhibit W-31 to 35 & 37 are office orders about 
working hours. Exhibit W-36 is letter by Desk Officer 
refusing to make reference. Reasons are given on reverse 
side already discussed above. Letter Exhibit W-38 is issued 
by General Manager (Personnel) to the General Manager 
of respective mines. Exhibit W-39, 40 are copy of letter 
given by ALC relating to failure report. Exhibit W-41 is 


copy of Joint Committee Report for coal Industry. Said 
report relates to minimum wages, Railway fair, leave and 
festival. To be precise, said report provides leave will 
continue to be governed by the Mines Act, Existing paid 
festival holidays will continue as at present. Existing 
benefits and facilities not covered or altered by the 
Agreement shall continue as hitherto. Report is silent 
about working hours per day or paid holidays in a year. 
Exhibit W-43 is copy of Chapter XI. It provides existing 
benefits and facilities is not covered or altered by this 
agreement shall continue as hitherto. The details are given 
of basic pay to different categories of employees. Exhibit 
W-44, 45 is copy of Chapter XI repeat of Exhibit W-43. 
Both Union have claimed that by issuing notification in 
1963, the Ministerial staff was exempted from provisions 
of Mines Act. Such notifications or circular issued by 
Government of India is not produced. The notification 
produced on record appears relating to the award passed 
under Industrial Development Regulation Act, 1951. It has 
no bearing to the controversy between parties. Copies of 
NCWA-II, III are found on record but point of working 
hours of Ministerial staff and paid holidays to them is not 
considered in those documents. 

9. Ilnd party has produced documents Exhibit M-1 copy 
of proceeding dated 3-6-88, in said meeting question of 
change of working hours and paid holidays was not 
considered. In Exhibit M-2 in minutes of meetings dated 
2-9-88 para-3, the Advisory Committee considered the 
point of change of working hours from 6 Vi hours to 8 
hours observing that notice of change under Section 9-A 
was issued by the management. Exhibit M-3 is notice of 
change in Form B. Exhibit M-4 is also a notice of change 
shown in Annexure working hours 8 per day and paid 
holidays 8. A formal notice of change is produced at Exhibit 
M-5. Exhibit M-6 is failure report submitted by ALC. Exhibit 
M-7 is letter of Desk Officer refusing to make reference. 
Reasons are given on reverse side already discussed 
above. Exhibit M-8 is letter given by General Manager 
Shri A.K.Singh that matter was discussed with D(P) with 
RCMS, SKMS and BKKMS Unions at corporate level. It 
also discussed matters with General Managers etc. The 
ministerial staff who were appointed before 15-8-67 pre¬ 
wage board entrance their working hours will remain 6 Vi 
and paid holidays-8. Exhibit M-9 is copy of office order 
dated 28-6-90 about change of working hours as per notice 
under Section 9-A of I.D.Act. Exhibit M-10 is also office 
order of the same day. Document M-11 is office order dated 
27-6-90 about change of working hours. Exhibit M-12 is 
copy of order passed by Hon’ble High Court in 
Miscellaneous petition 1550. Exhibit M-13 is copy of award 
passed by CGIT, Dhanbad in the matter of change of leave 
from 18 to 7. Certainly said award is not binding on 
undersigned. The documents Exhibit M-14 to M-42 are 
undertaking given by the employees working as per change 
in working hours under protest. Exhibit M-43, 44, 45 are 
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also undertaking given by workman subject to rights till 
decision of the reference. 

10. All the documents discussed above donot pertain 
to exemption to the ministerial staff granted from 
provisions of Mines Act. 1st party examined only witness 
Shri Baburam Operator in Beena Project. His evidence is 
on the line that working hours in Jhingurda, Gorbi mines 
were 6 Vi hours per day. The staff working in those projects 
was transferable from one project to other project. That he 
was member of Joint Bipartite Committee for Coal Industry. 
That previously wage Board Recommendations, 
standardization Committee were submitted. If any 
discrepancies is found in any project of Coal India, the 
matters are submitted before the Committee and the 
Committee used to take decision. The point of change of 
working hours was never submitted before the Committee. 
Above witness in his cross-examination says he joined 
service in Bina Project in 1976 in ministerial staff. Working 
hours of ministerial staff was 8 hours per day. 8 hours 
working were in all the projects except Headquarter, Jayant 
Jhingurda and Gorbi Project. Working hours of mining 
staff in those project was 8 hours. Evidence of above 
witness for Union has not stated any justification 
continuing working hours of ministerial staff 6 Vi hours 
per day. On the other hand, his evidence shows in all 
other projects, working hours were 8 hours per day. If 
working hours of mining staff were 8 hours per day, why 
ministerial staff should have 6 Vi days per days the 
justification is not given by witness. 

11. Management filed affidavit of evidence of 
Shri S.D. Singh. Management’s witness had supported 
contentions of Ilnd party that working hours of clerical 
staff were 6 Vi hours. To bring uniformity, notice of change 
introduced was issued on 18-7-88 bringing in uniform 
working hours of 8 hours per day. The present change 
was merely a correction of omission in giving lesser 
working hours to a few people. 8 hours working is 
applicable to all project under Coal India. The Headquarter 
of Coal India in various headquarters are having policy of 
6 Vi hours working. Said policy is not applicable to mines/ 
project of coal mines. In his cross-examination, 
management’s witness says there are various collieries at 
Singrauli with different names. In meeting as per Exhibit 
M-2 representatives of Trade Union participated. The 
working hours at Headquarter is 6 Vi hours, 16 paid 
holidays and 2 Restricted Holidays. 

12. It is denied that working hour are changed. He 
explained that they have changed working hours of 
collieries also. Witness has given distance from 
headquarter to each mines as 16 kms., 8 to 10 kms. and 
4 kms. respectively. That clerks doing typing work billing 
work, accounts work has 8 hours working. He claims 
ignorance whether the store was opened on holidays 


Vasant Panchami. He denies that at Jhingurda, Jayant and 
Gorbi Project, 6 Vi hours or 8 hours per day is applicable. 
The pleadings and evidence on record clearly shows that 
working hours of ministerial staff in those three mines was 
6 Vi hours and working hours of other staff is 8 hours per 
day. The notice of change is given to have uniformity with 
whole over working in the mines which cannot be said 
discriminatory. 

13. Counsel for management Ilnd party relies on ratio 
held in 

Case of M/s. Saxby and Farmer India Ltd. Versus 
their workmen reported in AIR 1975 SC-534. Their Lordship 
held it is generally accepted that there are too many public 
holidays in our country. When the need for industrial 
production is urgent and paramount, it may be advisable 
to reduce the number of such holidays in industrial 
concerns. It cannot be disputed that a necessary step in 
the direction of increasing the country’s productivity is 
the reduction of number of holidays. 

Further reliance is placed in ratio held in case of 
Associated cement Staff Union versus Associated Cement 
Company reported in AIR 1964-SC-914. Their Lordship 
dealing with change of working hours. The hours of work 
found reasonable in 1950. Change in 1961 on relevant 
considerations held justified. Principles of res-judicata not 
applicable. 

In above cited case, working hours were 34 in a 
week were increased to 36 hours in a week in 1961. Though 
facts are little different, principles laid down equally covers 
the present case. 

14. The provisions of Mines Act are also brought to my 
notice by learned counsel Shri A.K.Shashi for Ilnd party. 
Section 13 of Mines act clearly provides working hours 
not exceeding 48 hours per week and 9 hours a day. 
Continuous working not more than 5 hours per day. The 
change is proposed by issuing notice, therefore cannot 
be said illegal, discriminatory. For above reasons, I record 
my finding in Point No.l in Affirmative. 

15. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The action of the management of Singrauli Area of 
NCL I changing the working hours of ministerial 
staff of Jayant Project, Jhingurda Project and Gorbi 
Project from 6 Vi hours per day on working days 
except Saturday alongwith 16 paid holidays to 8 
hours per day alongwith 8 paid holidays is proper 
and legal. 

(2) Employees represented by Union are not entitled to 
any relief. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 
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CKT.3TT. 2279.—3||^P|ch fel^ 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 
^FI 14) qro 17 ^ 33'1'H'lui ^ 7T7TR T7R ^ ^ 
WRFT ^ TT^g: M'd+Y sftT c(,4cbKT ^ #Ef ST^afST 4 
3lklp|ch f^K $ ^#4 7TTTR 3lklR|ch Slfq^RUT 
iw (wf 7F54T 727/2005) ^ U<=bl[tHd wtt 
^^#4 7TTTK^i 11/08/2014 ^1 W<T |[33T 8TT | 

[71. ^-41012/138/1997-3^3^ (sft-I)] 

■^tRt UchdHl, SgWT 3#^nf[ 

New Delhi, the 14th August, 2014 

S.O. 2279. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 727/ 
2005) of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court- 
11, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Northern Railway and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 
11/08/2014 

[No. L-41012/138/1997-IR (B-I)] 
SUMATI SAKLANI, Section Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-H, 
CHANDIGARH 

Present: SRI KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 

Case No. I.D. No.727/2005 

Registered on 1.9.2005 

The Branch Secretary, 

Uttariya Railway Mazdoor Union, 

C/o Sh. D.R. Sharma, 

H. No. 551, Sector 41 A, 

Chandigarh. .Petitioner 

Versus 

The Divisional Railway Manager, 

Northern Railway, 

Ferozepur Cantt. .Respondents 

APPEARANCES 

For the workman : Sh. R.P. Rana Adv. 

For the Management : Sh. N.K. Zakhmi Adv. 

AWARD 

(Passed on 12-6-2014) 

Central Government vide Notification No. L-41012/ 
138/1997-IR(B-I) Dated 27.11.2001, by exercising its powers 
under Section 10 Sub Section (1) Clause (d) and Sub 
Section (2-A) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 


(hereinafter referred to as ‘Act’) has referred the following 
Industrial dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:- 

“Whether the action of the management of the 

Northern Railway in not giving seniority to Sh. K.K. 

Kapoor w.e.f. 1.1.83 is justified? If not, what relief 

the workman concerned is entitled and from what 

date?” 

Shorn of unnecessary details, facts in brief are that 
workman joined the respondent management on 17.4.1963 
(FN). He was given promotion from time to time. He was 
promoted as officiating Head Clerk in the pay scale of 
Rs.425-700/- w.e.f. 1.1.1983. He was transferred along with 
the post to the Personnel Branch of the respondent vide 
order dated 27.5.1985. When the cadre was restructured, 
the workman was regularized as Head Clerk w.e.f. 1.1.1984. 

Now according to the workman, his services were to 
be regularized w.e.f. 1.1.1983 when he was promoted on ad 
hoc basis; whereas according to the management the said 
period cannot be taken into consideration. It is also the 
case of the workman that the persons junior to him were 
promoted as Head Clerk w.e.f. 1.1.1983. 

Parties led their evidence. 

In support of his case, workman appeared in the 
witness box and filed his affidavit reiterating his case as 
set out in the claim petition. 

On the other hand, management examined Sh. Rajesh 
Kumar who filed his affidavit reiterating the stand taken 
by the management and further pleaded that as per Para 
302 of the Railway Establishment Manual, ad hoc service 
is not countable for fixation of seniority. 

I have heard Sh. R.P. Rana, counsel for workman 
and Sh. N.K. Zakhmi, counsel for the management. 

It was vehemently contended by the learned counsel 
for the management that the services of the workman are 
not to be regularized w.e.f. 1.1.1983 when he was promoted 
on ad hoc basis and he was given due promotion w.e.f. 
1.1.1984 as per the relevant rules, and as such, there is no 
merit in the claim of the workman. 

I have considered the contention of the learned 
counsel. 

It is not disputed that the workman was promoted 
as officiating Head Clerk w.e.f. 1.1.83 purely as local 
arrangement against an existing vacancy. Later on, he 
was transferred to another branch i.e. Personnel Branch 
of the Railways. It is again not disputed that his services 
as Head Clerk were regularized w.e.f. 1.1.1984. Now the 
only dispute is whether the service rendered by him on 
ad hoc basis is to be considered for reckoning his seniority 
i.e. regularization of service. This matter came up for 
decision before the Hon'ble High Court in Union of India 
Vs. Central Administrative Tribunal, Chandigarh and 
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another in 2005(4) RSJ 433, wherein it was observed in 
para 7 and 8 of the judgment as follow:- 

(7) In the case of T. Vijayan (supra), the Supreme Court 
considered Rule 216-A which deals with ad hoc 
promotion against selection and non-selection 
posts. The aforesaid rule provides as under:- 

“216-A Ad hoc promotion against selection and non¬ 
selection posts. 

(i) Ad hoc promotions should be avoided as far as 
possible both in selection and non-selection posts, 
and where they are found inescapable and have to 
be made in the exigency of service, they should be 
resorted to only sparingly and only for a short 
duration of 3 to 4 months. The ad hoc promotion 
should be ordered only from amongst senior-most 
suitable staff. As a rule a junior should not be 
promoted ignoring his senior. 

(8) After considering the aforesaid Rule, it has been 
clearly held by the Supreme Court that ad hoc 
promotion is permissible pending regular selection. 
Once ad hoc promotion is found to be permissible 
under the rules, it has to be held that the 
respondents who had been promoted on ad hoc 
basis in the exercise of service pending regular 
selection, are entitled to the benefit of ad hoc service 
for reckoning their seniority and fixation of pay etc. 

Thus, as per rules of the Railway Establishment 
Manual ad hoc promotion is permissible and when it is so, 
the workman is entitled to the benefit of ad hoc service for 
reckoning his seniority and fixation of pay etc. Therefore 
the action of the management in not giving seniority to 
the workman w.e.f. 1.1.83 is not justified. 

In result, the reference is accepted holding that the 
action of the management in not giving seniority to the 
workman w.e.f. 1.1.1983 is not justified and the workman is 
entitled to seniority and pay fixation etc. from the said 
date. The reference is accordingly answered in favour of 
the workman. Let hard and soft copy of the award be sent 
to the Central Government for further necessary action. 

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 
14 37W, 2014 

W.3TT. 2280.—3lkllP|cb ftoTK 3#rfWT, 1947 (1947 

i 4 ) srro 17 ^ spjeTH ij' ttttk fepf 

3TRT ^ WRET ^ 3?k TTT cb4<*>l<Y ^ 

#ET SPJiifa 3 Rich 3k1Pl+ 

3#PRUT, tfflK W (tM TEsTF 32/2004) ^ wfel 
Wt t # TTTTR ^ 11/08/2014 ^ ^TTI 

[H. 12011/38/2003-Sflf3TR («ft-I)] 

BcbdMl, SFJ'qpT 3#R7Rt 


New Delhi, the 14th August, 2014 

S.O. 2280. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 32/2004) 
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 2, 
Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Reserve Bank of India 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government 
on 13/08/2014 

[No. L-12011/38/2003-IR(B-I)] 
SUMATI SAKLANI, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO. 2), AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT : SHRIKISHOR1 RAM, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(l)(d) of the I.D.Act.,1947 

REFERENCE NO 32 OF 2004 

PARTIES : The General Secretary, 

Reserve Bank Workers’ Organisation 
Patna-6/E,Rajendra Nagar,Patna 

Vs. 


Regional Director, 
Reserve Bank of India, 
South Gandhi 
Maidan, Bihar, Patna 


Ministry’s OrderNo.L-12011/38/2003-IR(B-I) dt.26.02.2004 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the : Mr. O.P. Bihari, Representative 

workman/Union of the workmen 


On behalf of the : Mr. A. K. M. Mustaque 

Management Management Representative 


State: Bihar 


Industry : Banking 


Dhanbad, Dated the 9th June, 2014 


AWARD 


The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under 
Sec. 10(l)(d) of the I.D. Act., 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No. L-12011/38/2003-IR (B-I) dt.26.02.2004. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Management of Reserve 
Bank of India in not allowing of the scheme of 
financial compensation as per the central circular 
No.DCM (NPD)/851/9.39/01-02 being extended also 
to the class III & IV employees of the Vault Sections 
explaining that increase in work load of note 
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examining section does not proportionally increase 

the work load of the Vault Section correct, legal and 

fair? If not, to that relief the workmen in the Vault 

Sections are entitled to?.” 

On receipt of the Order No. L-12011/38/2003-IR (B-I) 
dt.26.02.2004 of the above mentioned reference from the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment, 
New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, the Reference 
Case No. 32-2004 of was registered on 23.03..2004 and 
accordingly an order to that effect was passed to issue 
notices through the Registered Posts to the parties 
concerned, directing them to appear in the Court on the 
date fixed, and to file their written statements along with 
the relevant documents. In pursuance of the said order, 
notices by the Registered Posts were sent to the parties 
concerned. 

Both the parties made their appearances and filed 
their pleadings and photocopies of their documents. The 
Union and the O.P./Management through their 
Representatives and the Joint Legal Adviser appeared in, 
and contested the case, respectively. 

2 The case of the Reserve Bank Workers’ Organization 
for the class III and IV employees of the Reserved Bank of 
India is that the instant Organization is a registered one 
which is affiliated to the Indian Labour Organization, the 
National Organization of Bank Workers and All India 
Reserve Bank Workers Organisation. Performance of work 
is done by the Reserve Bank, Patna through two Sections 
(i) Banking/General Section and (2) Issue section. The Cash 
section is under the Issue Section. Counting of currency 
Notes and examination of the different notes deposited 
by different business Banks, the Government departments 
such as Railway, Postal, and Communication are effected 
in different subsection of Note examination. The work in 
the Note Examination sub-sections accomplishes in two 
shifts- one before and other after the lunch. The definite 
determined quota in the both shifts for counting and 
examination of the currency Notes of different 
denomination is as such: 4000 for Rs.1000/, 500/- each, 
Rs.4,400,4,600 and 5,300 for Rs. 100/-, Rs.50/- and Rs.20/- 
respectively. The Bank had introduced the Scheme 
(Financial Compensatory Scheme) for maximum money for 
maximum work in respect of the workers (Class III and IV) 
and the Officer working in the Cash Section w.e.f. 
01.07.2002.The scheme carried on in different phases till 
December 2002.Under the scheme the Bank got work done 
by the employees/officers 50% more by giving them per 
capita Employees/Officers per day Rs. 150/- and Rs.100/-. 

Further alleged that the scheme was enforced equally 
for all the employees and the Officers posted in the Notes 
Examination Sections. Whether they had direct relation 
with their work of the Note Examination or not was never 
cared for .e.g. the Section Officer Grade ‘B ’, the Group 
Supervisor Grade ‘A’. The Table Assistant and the Guard 


others. Namely the amount was paid to those who were 
effected by the direct impact of the increase in discharge 
of their duties. The currency Notes in Chest by the 
commercial Banks are sent to Reserve Bank for counting 
and examining it. The Currency Notes in the Chest are 
depositing in the Chest Vault of the Reserve Bank of India 
and after the end of work in the different Note Examination 
Sections, the notes which are not to be reissued or which 
have been defaced are deposited in the defaced Notes 
Vault. The increase in the quota following the enforcement 
of more work more money scheme in the different Note 
Examination Sections has practically affected, the defaced 
Note Vault and Chest Note Vault, because the workmen 
from these Vault were engaged in the Note Examination 
Section for the work, and after the end of the work, it was 
deposited as per the Table of the Defaced Vaults noted in 
para 5 of the written statement of the workmen for the year 
January to Nov., 2002.The engaged Employee and the 
Officers at these places have been deprived of the benefits 
of the scheme. Whereas due to the increased work in the 
Examination Section, it had been to perform more work 
proportionately at those places which is evident from the 
aforesaid table. This is quite unjust and illegal. The Bank 
has been discriminating.Mr.Narmedeshwar Pandey, the 
Note & Coin Examiner,Gr.II who is the member of the Union, 
was posted as the Asstt. in the defaced Vaulet.He had 
requested the Management as per his letter dt. 08.07.2002 
for the benefits of the Scheme, but due to unresponse of 
the Management, the Sponsoring Union has raised the 
Industrial dispute for the reliefs of the benefits under the 
said scheme. 

3. The Sponsoring Organization in its rejoinder has 
categorically denied the allegations of O.P./Management, 
and alleged that if no quota system was applicable to the 
officers deployed in the Note Examination Section or in 
the vault or in general why they were given compensation 
under increased quota system. Paper work load in vault 
Section is directly proportional to the quantum of works 
carried out in the Coin/Note Examination Section as evident 
from the workman load doubled during July, 2002 to Sept., 
2002.Class III Employees deployed in vault had to write 
distribution of Notes in CD-58 Register according to face 
value of each bag and the two slips mentioning details 
inside each bag. When compensation was given for 
increased work in Note Examination Section, why it should 
not be given for the increased work in the vault. So the 
action of the Management in denying the benefits of the 
Scheme in respect of the Employees of vault Sections is 
unfair labour practice, discrimination and illegal. So 
workmen concerned of the vault are entitled to benefits of 
the Scheme. 

4. Whereas categorically denying the allegations of 
the Sponsoring Organisation,the O.P./Management has 
alleged in their statement that the Reserve Bank of India is 
a body corporate constituted under Sec. 3 of Reserve Bank 
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of India Act, 1934 specially meant for regulating the issue 
of Bank Notes, keeping of reserves for monetary stability 
in the Country and generally for the operation of currency 
and credit system of the country to it advantage. The 
Service conditions of the staff employed by the Bank are 
governed by Reserve Bank of India (Staff) Regulation 1948 
and the instructions issued by the Bank time to time. 
Besides Class-Ill & IV, workmen are also governed by the 
Awards, settlements/agreements entered into between the 
Bank and Representative Union time to time. The present 
Organization is not a recognized Union, so the Bank is 
under no obligation to negotiate with any Union other 
than All India Reserve Bank Employees’ Association, of 
which majority of the Class- III employees of the Bank 
have the membership. 

5. The Bank is under the obligation to issue Bank Notes 
and not to issue the torn, defaced or soiled aunt notes 
under Secs. 22 and 27 of the Act respectively so as to 
maintain the quality of the Notes in circulation. The Bank 
serves the public with eliminating the torn, defaced, 
excessively soiled notes from circulation, and with 
introducing of fresh notes into circulation to the needy 
public.The Bank under the statutory provision has right 
to organize or reorganize its functions. In order to 
effectively discharge its duties under the law, the Bank on 
consensus of the recognized Union has adopted and 
introduced the Clean Note Policy scheme as per the 
Circular dt.9.6.2002 (Annexure- A) as special monetary 
incentive to the staff of the Coin Note Examination Section 
for carrying out additional work apart from their allotted 
duties, as there had been a huge accumulation of soiled 
notes in vaults due to a lower rate of its destruction as 
contrasted with a huge accumulation of notes in circulation 
in the country. The process of elimination of soiled notes 
from circulation involves a detailed examination and 
verification of each note in particular at Coin Note 
Examination Section of the Bank.Wheres the job of class 
III employees posted in Vault is limited only to the passing 
of a Book entry in the vault Register and preparation of 
vouchers. They have no task of counting the notes or 
application of skill and knowledge in examining the notes 
as the staff of Note Examination Section have. Additional 
benefit was given for additional quota of job which was in 
excess of the regular work. The output of the class III 
employees in the Note Examination Section is quota based. 
They are also entitled for overtime if they work beyond 
the normal working hours. The NE (Note Examination) 
employees have to complete the examination of notes as 
per the quota allotted to them as per the consensus arrived 
at between the Management and the recognized 
Association Union. The instant unrecognized Union at 
Patna is quite aware of it. It is a step to achieve harmony 
and peace in the emergent situation arising out of large 
circulation of notes which result in an urgent need to 
examine the much higher quantum of soiled and reissuable 


notes. Merely an increase in the work of the Examination 
Section amounts to no extra entries in the vault books, so 
the demand of the unrecognized Union for the vault section 
employees any extra payment for their work is unjustified. 
Besides, there is no quota of minimum of 400 bundles to 
be handled per day by each Mazdoor in the Chest Note 
Vault.Further alleged that the financial incentive for 
discharging additional work is purely a temporary measure 
and need based arrangements of disposal of accumulated 
notes.Thus, there is no violation of any law. The industrial 
dispute being individual beyond the matters of its 
Schedules 2 & 3 of the Industrial Dispute Act 1947 is 
unmaintainable. 

The O.P./Management in their rejoinder has 
specifically denied. 

FENDING WITH REASONS 

6. In the instant reference, WWI Narmadeshwar 
Pandey,the Special Assistant at Reserve Bank of 
India,Patna,WW2 Girish Deo Kumar working as 
Asstt.Treasure on behalf of the Union concerned, and 
MWI Jerome Minz, the Asstt. Manager, R.B.I., (Cash 
Depart), Patna for the O.P./Management have been 
respectively examined. 

The argument of the Learned Union Representative 
for the Vault Sections Employees of the R.B.I. as per his 
written notes of it is that the Bank paid all the Class III and 
IV employees of the Note Examination Sections the 
incentive amount of Rs. 150/- and Rs. 100/- for performance 
of their more than 50% work per day; the increase workload 
of the Note Examination Sections directly affects the chest 
Note Vault and the defaced Note Vault following the deposit 
of the increased Notes after the end of the work of the 
Note Examinations Section comes about in the defaced 
Note Vault; for the reasons, the Authorities and the workers 
posted in both the vaults have to over work, but the 
incentive amount is not paid to them which is 
discriminatory. For instance Sri Narmadeshwar Pandey, 
the Coin-Note Supervisor Class II,who was the Asstt. 
posted in the defaced Note Vault as a member of the Union 
has also claimed for the incentive amount, but due to not 
any proceeding of the Bank, the Industrial Dispute has 
been raised for the reference, and lastly in view of the 
evidences of the witnesses of the Union in comparison 
with that of the Management, the claim of Mr.Pandey for 
incentive amount for his work in Defaced Note Vault is 
justified, besides for the relief of the cost of the reference 
in favour of the Organization. 

Just contrary to it the contention Mr. A.K.M. 
Mustaque.the Joint Legal Advisor, the Legal Cell as 
Representative for Management of Reserve Bank of India, 
Patna is that the present Union admittedly being 
unrecognized by the Bank as no locus standi to raise the 
Industrial Dispute which is not an Industrial one under 
Sec 2K of the I.D. Act,1947, rather it is an individual dispute 
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for one workman - Narmadeshwar Pandey,who has 
admitted in his cross-examination the execution of any 
agreement taking place time to time between the 
Managements and Recognized Associations biding on 
both the sides. At this point, I am of the view that the right 
conferred under Sec.36(1)© of the Act can be availed by a 
worker who is a member of unregistered Trade Union as 
also to a worker who is not a member of any Trade Union 
at all whether registered or unregistered as held in the 
case of Ramkapil Singh Vs .L.C.,Patna,reported in 1963(1) 
Vol.L.J.65. So the reference is not unsustainable. 

Further it has been submitted on behalf of the O.P./ 
Management that as per the fair admission of the workman 
Narmdeshwar Pandey (WWI) there is no quota for the 
employees posted in the defaced Note Vault and his duty 
was to prepare slips for each bag containing defaced Notes 
and also to make entry in the Register whereas the duty of 
Class IV Staff is to keep any defaced Note in the bags in 
the defaced Note Vault where 32 to 35 slips are daily 
prepared on an average, but the workman has no duty to 
handle the defaced Notes during the working hours from 
10.15 a.m. to 5.13. p.m.;though there is a provision of 
overtime in the defeed Note Vault he never enjoyed it.Sri 
Grish Dev Kumar, working as a Asstt.Treasurer (WW2) 
narrating the working system of the Note Examination 
Section distinct from that of the defaced Note Vault Section 
of the Management, has also admitted that in the former 
Section each staff, namely, Dy. Treasurer, Asstt. Treasurer, 
Table Asstt.Punching Supervisor Class -IV staff,Peon and 
the Durban have got their specific roles; and during his 
posting as the Coin & Note Examinationer Gr.II at the 
relevant time, the staff of the said Section were counting 
the Notes 50% more than their work and the persons in 
that Section including the staff, the officers and class IV 
staff were getting extra payments. The evidence of Shri 
Jerome Minz (MWI) for the Management, stands 
corroborated by the aforesaid admission of both the 
witnesses for the workman, disclosing that the process of 
Note Examination in Vaults, the examination of features of 
each currency notes, and due to its lengthy process, there 
is a huge accumulation of soiled currency Notes, so the 
bank adopted a clean Note policy at the relevant time to 
reduce the accumulation of soiled currency Notes by 
introducing afresh currency notes in circulation. Hence, 
the steps were taken by the Bank to increase the quota 
work of Coin Note Examination Section by giving financial 
benefit to them as per the agreement between the 
Management and the RBI Employees Association, the 
recognized one of Class III employee of the Bank; on the 
other hand, maintaining of Register, preparation of voucher 
that of assigned to the employees concerned of defaced 
in Note Vault Section of the management where they get 
overtime for additional work. As such, the claim of the 
Defaced Note Vault Section employees for financial 


compensation like those of the Note-coin Examination 
Section Employees is not justified. 

On perusal and consideration of evidences of both 
the parties, I find that the case of Class III & IV Employees 
of the Vault Section of the Management does not fall within 
the category of nature of their job as per undisputed 
circular as reported in the Schedule which prima facie is 
applicable to the officers and the staff of the Coin & Note 
Examination section of the Management. 

In result, it is hereby responded and accordingly 
awarded in the term of the reference that action of 
management of Reserve Bank of India in not allowing of 
the scheme of financial compensation as per the central 
circular no DCM(NPD)/851/9.39/01-02 which is not being 
extended also to the class III &IV employees of the Vault 
Sections explaining that increase in work load of note 
examining section does not proportionally increase the 
work load of the Vault Sections is quite correct, legal and 
fair.Hence the workmen in the vault section of the 
Management are not entitled to any relief. 

KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 
M fcUTl, 14 33W, 2014 

eFT.3TT. 2281—3lWllPl=b feu 1947 (1947 

^1 14) STRl 17 ^ SFpTGT R wh TZZ 

w jR'spur w tuts rndMcG 3 tr w 

3FJSTO 3jkrfffFF felK 3 ^#4 71UFR sffeftfw 

3 jfsRtTnr, ^ ws (tM 1 wn 62/2010) wfw 

wt I 13/08/2014 ^FT TRT f31T an | 

[TT. tp-12012/07/2010- 3Jlf3TR («ft-I)] 
BchdIHl, SpjqFT 

New Delhi, the 14th August, 2014 

S.O. 2281. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 62/2010) 
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 2, 
Mumbai, as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of State Bank of India 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government 
on 13/08/2014. 

[No. L-12012/07/2010-IR (B-I)] 
SUMATI SAKLANI, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2 , MUMBAI 

PRESENT : K.B. KATAKE, Presiding Officer 

REFERENCE NO. CGIT-2/62 of 2010 

EMPLOYERS IN REL ATION TO THE MANAGEMENT 
OF STATE BANK OF INDIA 
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The Assistant General Manager 

State Bank of India, Mumbai Zonal Office 

Region V 

Madhuli Building, 1st floor 
Shivsagar Estate 
Dr. Annie Besant Road 
Worli, Mumbai 400 019 

AND 

THEIR WORKMEN 

Shri Gautam Kashiram B agave 
Sraddha Rahivasi Sangh 
Opp. Building No.94, Vikhroli 
Kannamwar N agar-2 
Vikhroli (E) Mumbai 

APPEARANCES: 

FOR THE EMPLOYER : Mr. M. G. Nadkarni, Advocate 
FOR THE WORKMAN : Mr. G.R. Naik, Advocate 
Mumbai, dated the 27th June, 2014 
AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment by its Order No.L-12012/07/2010-IR (B-I), 
dated 08.11.2010 in exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2 (A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred 
the following industrial dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication: 

“Whether the action of the management of State 
Bank of India, Vikhroli (E) Branch in terminating the 
services of Shri Gautam Kashiram Bhagave is legal 
and justified? If not, what relief the workman is 
entitled to?” 


The workman therefore prays that the management be 
directed to reinstate the second party in the service with 
full back wages w.e.f. 16/12/2008 and also pray for cost of 
the reference. 

3. The first party management resisted the claim vide 
its Written Statement at Ex-8. According to them, the 
second party is neither workman as defined under Section 
2 (s) of the I.D. Act nor he is their employee. According to 
them initially the workman was appointed by local 
implementation committee as Canteen Boy. He was very 
irregular in attending his duties. He used to remain absent 
unauthorisedly and he also used to be missing from duty. 
He was engaged for cleaning the Vikhroli Branch Office. It 
was purely on temporary and casual basis. He was paid 
Rs.50/- per day. They denied all allegations made in the 
statement of claim. They denied that he was appointed by 
following recruitment process. According to them, the 
workman was not appointed by following the recruitment 
process prescribed for the appointment of the Bank 
employees. They denied that the workman worked 
continuously for 240 days every year. They denied that 
the management has violated the provisions of Section 25 
F and 25 G of the I.D. Act. As the workman is not their 
employee, question of violation of these provisions does 
not arise. They denied that the services of workman were 
terminated illegally by the Bank Authority in violation of 
the provisions of I.D. Act. According to them the reference 
is not maintainable and the workman is not entitled to any 
relief. Therefore they pray that the reference be dismissed 
with cost. 

4. Following are the issues for my determination. I 
record my findings thereon for the reasons to follow: 

Sr. Issues Findings 

no. 


2. After receipt of the reference, notices were issued 
to both the parties. In response to the notice, the second 
party workman filed his statement of claim at Ex-7. 
According to him he was employee of the first party and 
working as a Sweeper from 1998 till 15/12/2008. He had 
worked at Vikhroli Branch continuously and had completed 
240 days in every calendar year. He was appointed by the 
management after complying with the requirement therefor 
and was appointed on regular basis on permanent post. 
They used to pay him salary by obtaining his signature 
on wage register and on vouchers. However his name 
was not shown on muster roll. Though there was 
sufficient work available with the first party, the 
management illegally terminated his services w.e.f. 16/12/ 
2008. Neither they issued him show cause notice nor 
complied with Section 25 F or 25-G of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. As the services of workman were terminated 
illegally, he raised industrial dispute before ALC (C). As 
conciliation failed, as per the report to that effect, the 
Central Labour Ministry sent the reference to this Tribunal. 


1. Whether the second party is Yes 

workman as defined under 

Section 2 (s) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act and whether there 
exist master servant relationship 
between the Bank and the workman? 

2. If yes, whether the termination of 
services of the workman is legal 
and justified? 

3. If not, what relief the workman is 
entitled to? 


No 


As per order 
below 


4. What order? 


As per order 
below 


REASONS 


Issue No.l 


5. In this case, it is pleaded by the first party Bank that 
initially the second party workman was appointed as a 
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Canteen Boy. As canteen in the branch is not a statutory 
canteen, the workman is not employee of the Bank. In 
support of his argument the Id. adv. for the first party 
resorted to the Apex Court ruling in State Bank of India V/s. 
SBI Canteen Employees Union (Bengal Circle) & Ors. 
(2000) 5 SCC 531 wherein the Hon’ble Court observed 
that; 

“Employees of non-statutory canteen are not 

employees of principal employer.” 

6. In this respect the Id. adv. for the second party 
submitted that, the workman was not canteen employee. 
Neither he had worked as a Canteen Boy. Therefore the 
above ruling cited in that behalf is not applicable to the 
set of facts of the present case. The Id. adv. pointed out 
that specific suggestion to that effect was denied by the 
workman in his cross examination at Ex. 12. The Id. adv. for 
the second party has submitted that the first party Bank 
has not denied that the workman was working as a Sweeper 
and he used to clean the bank premises at Vikhroli Branch. 
He has further pointed out that he was working as Sweeper 
since 1998 till 16/12/2008. According to the second party 
he was appointed after following the recruitment process 
and appointment letter was also issued to him. He was 
called for interview and was also sent for medical 
examination. In this respect the Id. adv. for the first party 
pointed out that the workman has not produced either the 
copy of paper in which advertisement was published or 
the letter of appointment or letter of call for interview etc. 
Therefore he submitted that the version of second party 
is not supported by any documentary evidence. He further 
pointed out that the burden is on the workman to prove 
the fact he alleges. In support of his argument, the Id. adv. 
resorted to the Delhi High Court ruling in Automobile 
Association Upper India V/s. P.O. Labour Court II and 
Anr. 2006 III LLJ 929 wherein the Hon’ble Court observed 
that; 

“.... the workman had to establish the case set up 

by him before the Industrial Adj udicator by evidence, 

oral and documentary.” 

7. In this respect it was submitted on behalf of the 
workman that his appointment letter, letter of call and all 
other documents were destroyed in the heavy rain and 
flood of the year 2005. Therefore he could not produce 
any document. In this respect I would like to point out 
that it is the case of the workman himself that the 
management used to pay him by obtaining his signature 
on pay register and on vouchers and his name was not 
reflected on the muster roll. It indicates that he was not 
appointed by following the recruitment process. 
Furthermore he could have obtained the copy of issue of 
the newspaper wherein the advertisement inviting 
applications was published. There is also no letter of 
termination placed on record. Furthermore the second 
party has not even given his monthly pay and allowances 


either in pleadings or in his affidavit. On the other hand 
from the documents with list Ex-10 it is clear that he was 
paid Rs. 50 per day. A person appointed by following 
recruitment procedure can never be engaged as a daily 
wager. Looking into these facts and circumstances on 
record it appears that he was working as a daily wager and 
was not appointed by following the procedure prescribed 
for recruitment of the staff. 

8. In this respect it is the case of the workman that he 
worked continuously from 1998 till the date of his 
termination i.e. 16/12/2008. It is also specifically pleaded 
and contended in the affidavit that he had worked 240 
days in each year. Therefore he is entitled to the protection 
under Section 25 F of the I.D. Act. In this respect Id. adv. 
for the first party submitted that, the burden is on the 
workman to prove that he had worked for 240 days 
continuously in a calendar year, which workman failed to 
prove. In support of his argument the Id. adv. resorted to 
the following Apex Court rulings: 

(1) Surendranagar Distt. Panchayat & Anr. V/s. Jethabhai 
Pithambar Bhai (2005) 8 SCC 450, wherein the Apex 
Court on the point observed that; 

“The burden of proof lies on the workman to show 
that he had worked continuously for 240 days in the 
preceding one year prior to his alleged retrenchment 
and it is for the workman to adduce evidence apart 
from examining himself to prove the factum of being 
in employment of the employer.” 

The same view is reiterated by the Hon’ble Apex 
Court in 

(2) Range Forest Officer V/s. S.T. Hadimani 2002 LAB. 
I.C. 987 (SC), 

(3) Surendranagar Distt. Panchayat & Anr V/s. Dayabhai 
Amarsingh 2005 8 SCC 750, 

(4) G.M., B.S.N.L. & Ors. V/s. Mahesh Chand 2008 II 
LU 633. 

9. In this respect the Id. adv. for the second party 
pointed out that the fact is not disputed that the second 
party workman was engaged by the management and he 
was working as a Sweeper. It is pointed out that it was not 
specifically denied in the cross examination of the workman 
at Ex. 12 that he was working with the Bank since 1998. In 
this respect the Id. adv. for the second party further pointed 
out that the witness of the management Mr. Vijay Chirutkar 
stated in his cross at Ex. 16 that he does not know whether 
the workman was working since 1998. He further states 
that he does not know whether he was recruited in 1998. 
As this witness says on oath that he does not know 
whether the workman is working since 1998, his further 
denied that workman had worked continuously for 10 years 
and he worked for more than 240 days every year is 
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unacceptable. The management has disputed that 
workman was working as Sweeper. According to them 
initially he was engaged as a Canteen Boy and 
subsequently engaged on casual and daily basis for 
cleaning the office of the Bank at Vikhroli. The workman 
has produced on record xerox copies of receipts of payment 
he worked in the year 2005-2006 and the payment receipts 
for working continuously from 30/10/2008 to 10/11/2008. 
They are filed with list Ex-10. According to him the earlier 
pay vouchers were destroyed and some were lost. From 
the pleadings and evidence on record it is revealed that 
the version of the workman is corroborated by these 
vouchers with list Ex-10. Whereas the version of the 
management appears skin saving. In the circumstances 
and specially from the replies given by management 
witness in cross examination, I come to the conclusion 
that, the workman was working since 1998 and has worked 
more than 240 days in each calendar year. 

10. In this respect it was submitted on behalf of the 
management that though workman has completed 240 days 
he was a daily wager and therefore cannot claim any 
protection as he was not ‘workman’ within the meaning of 
Section 2 (s) of the I. D. Act. In support of his argument 
the Id. adv. resorted to Single Judge ruling of Bombay 
High Court in Narayan S/o. Giijuba Gadhekar V/s. Chairman, 
Silod Taluka Co-op. Marketing Society Ltd. & ANR 2007 
(2) Mh. L.J. 655 wherein the Hon’ble Court in para 11 of 
the judgement observed that; 

“... the employment of the petitioner was purely 
temporary and seasonal. He cannot be regarded as 
a ‘workman’ within the meaning of Section 2 (s) of 
the Industrial Disputes Act.” 

11. In the case at hand the workman is not a seasonal 
labourer as in the above referred case. Furthermore I would 
also like to point out that work of cleaning the Bank is 
perennial type of work. It cannot be called seasonal. 
Thus the ratio laid down in the above ruling is not attracted 
to the set of facts of the present case. In the case at hand 
the workman was working with the first party Bank at its 
Vikhroli Branch since 1998 continuously. Neither he was 
employed through any contractor nor was working for 
any other person. He worked upto 2008. In the 
circumstances I hold that the second party is ‘workman’ 
as defined under Section 2 (s) of the I.D. Act and I also 
hold that he was employee of the first party and there 
exists employee - employer relationship between them. 
Accordingly I decide issue no.l in the affirmative. 

Issue no. 2 & 3 : - 

12. As the second party workman was employee of the 
first party and he had worked continuously for more than 
240 days in a calendar year he was entitled to the protection 
under Section 25 F of the I.D. Act. Therefore I hold that 
his termination cannot be said just and legal. In this respect 


the Id adv. for the second party submitted that as the 
services of second party workman was terminated illegally 
he should be reinstated in the service. In this respect Id. 
adv. for the first party submitted that, as second party 
workman was not appointed by following recruitment 
process, therefore his services cannot be regularised and 
he cannot be reinstated. In support of his argument the 
Id. adv. resorted to Apex Court ruling in Indian Drugs and 
Pharmaceuticals Ltd. V/s. Workmen, Indian Drugs and 
Pharmaceuticals Ltd. 20071LLJ 580 SC wherein the Hon’ble 
Court in para 34 of the judgement observed that; 

“Unless the appointments are made by following 
the rules such appointees do not have any right to 
claim permanent absorption in the establishment.” 

13. The Id. adv. also resorted to another Apex Court 
ruling in M.P. Housing Board & Anr. V/s. Manoj Srivastava 
2006 AIR SCW 1235 wherein the Hon’ble Court observed 
that; 

“It is now well settled when a post is not sanctioned, 
normally, direction for reinstatement should not be 
issued. Even if some posts were available, it is for 
the Board or the market committee to fill up the same 
in terms of existing rules.” 

14. The same principle was reiterated by Apex Court 
in State of Madhya Pradesh & Ors. V/s. Yogesh Chandra 
Dubey & Ors. 2007 I CLR 137 wherein on the point of 
regularisation of services of such employees Hon’ble Court 
observed that; 

“Regularisation is not a mode of appointment. If 
any recruitment is made by way of regularisation, 
the same would mean a back door appointment 
which does not have any legal sanction.” 

15. In the light of these rulings it is clear that neither the 
workman can be reinstated in the service nor his services 
can be regularised. 

16. In this respect the Id. adv. for the first party 
submitted that at the most for violation of Section 25-F of 
the I.D. Act, only compensation in lieu of reinstatement 
can be granted. In support of his argument the Id. adv. 
resorted to Punjab and Haryana High Court ruling in Nepal 
S/o Sh. Khichhu Ram Vs Presiding Officer Labour Court 
III, Faridabad & Am. 2011II LLJ 80 wherein Hon’ble Court 
observed that; 

“Termination of workman’s service was in violation 
of Section 25 F of I.D. Act but he was entitled only 
to compensation in lieu of reinstatement.” 

17. The Id. adv. also cited the Apex Court ruling in 
Mahboob Deepak V/s. Nagar Panchayat, Gajrula & Anr 
2008 I LLJ 855 (SC) wherein the services of daily wager 
were terminated illegally. In that respect the Hon’ble Court 
observed that; 
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“It is now well settled by a catena of decisions of 
this court that in a situation of this nature instead 
and in place of directing reinstatement with full back 
wages, the workman should be granted adequate 
monetary compensation.” 

18. The Id. adv. also resorted to another Apex Court 
ruling in Bharat SancharNigamLtd. V/s Man Singh 2011 
III CLR 902 wherein the Hon’ble Court in respect of illegal 
retrenchment, observed that; 

“In view of the aforesaid legal position and the fact 
the respondents workmen were engaged as daily 
wagers and they had merely worked for more than 
240 days, in our considered view the relief of 
reinstatement cannot be said to be justified and 
instead, monetary compensation would meet the end 
of justice.” 

19. In the light of the facts and circumstances of the 
case, it is clear that the service of workman was terminated 
in violation of Section 25-F of I.D.Act. Therefore in the 
light of above rulings instead of reinstatement with back 
wages, I think it proper to award adequate compensation 
to the workman. In this respect I would like to take in to 
account that the workman had worked for about 10 long 
years as a daily wager for a very meagre amount. In the 
circumstances while fixing the amount of compensation, I 
think it proper to award an amount of Rs. 1,50,000 to the 
workman. Accordingly I partly allow the reference and 
proceed to pass the following order: 

ORDER 

(i) Reference is partly allowed with no order as to cost. 

(ii) The first party is directed to pay to the second party 
workman compensation to the tune of Rs. 1,50,000. 

Date: 27.06.2014 

K. B. KATAKE, Presiding Officer 
4|f447T), 14 3FT74, 2014 
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New Delhi, the 14th August, 2014 

S.O. 2282. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 42/2012) 


of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Dhanalakshmi Bank 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government 
on 13/08/2014. 

[No. L-12012/35/2012-IR (B-I)] 
SUMATI SAKLANI, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 9th July, 2014 
Present : K. P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 42/2012 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between 
the Management of Dhanalakshmi Bank and M/s 
Teamlease Services (P) Ltd. and their workman] 

BETWEEN 


Smt. R. Ramaprabha 


: 1st Party/ 
Petitioner 


AND 

1. The General Manager, : 2nd Party/ 

Dhanalakshmi Bank, 1st Respondent 

Zonal Office, 

Om Shakthi Towers, 163, 

Anna Salai, Chennai-600002 


2. The Sr. Vice Presiding : 2nd Party/ 

(Regulatory), 2nd Respondent 

M/s Teamlease Services (P) Ltd., 

No. 81, Vukan Towers, 

Thirumalai Pillai Road, 

T. Nagar, Chennai-600017 


Appearance: 


For the 1 st Party/ 
Petitioner 

M/s. K.M. Ramesh, Advocates 

For the 2nd Party/ : 

M/s. S. Namasivayam, S. Rajkumar, 

1st Management 

Advocates 

For the 2nd Party/ : 

Set Ex-parte 

2nd Management 

AWARD 


The Central Government, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment vide its Order No. L-12012/35/2012-IR (B-I) 
dated 18.07.2012 referred the following Industrial Dispute 
to this Tribunal for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is: 
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“Whether the action of the management of 
M/s. Dhanalakshmi Bank Ltd. and their Contractor 
M/s. Teamlease Services Private Limited in 
terminating the service of Smt. R. Ramaprabha, 
Marketing Executive, w.e.f. 31.01.2010 by the Bank 
and w.e.f. 19.07.2011 by the Contractor, is legal and 
justified? To what relief Smt. Ramaprabha is entitled?” 

2. On receipt of the Industrial Dispute this Tribunal 
has numbered it as ID 42/2012 and issued notice to both 
sides. Both sides entered appearance through their counsel 
and filed their Claim and Counter Statement respectively. 
After the Counter Statement was filed, the petitioner has 
filed rejoinder. 

3. The averments in the Claim Statement filed by the 
petitioner in brief are these: 

The petitioner was appointed as Marketing 
Executive by the First Respondent by order dated 
13.07.2007 on a consolidated monthly salary of Rs. 8,000. 
Though the appointment was on contract for one year, 
the petitioner continued in service till 31.01.2010, the date 
of termination of the service. The petitioner had to report 
for work at 0900 AM and had to work till 0600 PM. The 
First Respondent had been doing service by business 
arrangement with Mutual Funds, private financial 
institutions and private insurance companies. After 
reporting for duty at 0900 AM, the petitioner had to go out 
for canvassing for Savings Bank Accounts, Current 
Accounts, etc. After returning to the office she had to do 
the job of helping the customers in their business 
transactions with the Bank. The petitioner had been 
discharging her duties diligently. On 31.01.2010, the Branch 
Manager of the First Respondent told her that her services 
were being terminated since the marketing work was to 
be outsourced. She was also told that she would be 
given employment in the same category by the Second 
Respondent. She was assured that she would be absorbed 
in a suitable position in the bank’s service when 
recruitment is made. Believing these words, the petitioner 
accepted employment with the Second Respondent. While 
the petitioner was waiting for absorption in the First 
Respondent Bank, she was served with an order by the 
Second Respondent terminating her service. She was 
informed that her service was terminated as per the inputs 
received from the First Respondent. The petitioner had 
sent several letters to the First Respondent requesting for 
reinstatement but she has not received any reply. The 
petitioner had raised the dispute in these circumstances. 
The action of the First Respondent in terminating the 
service of the petitioner through the Second Respondent 
is illegal and unjust. The petitioner had not committed any 
misconduct as alleged by the Second Respondent. The 
petitioner had worked only for the First Respondent. The 
so-called arrangement by the Second Respondent was 
sham and nominal. The work of the petitioner was 


supervised only by the officials of the First Respondent 
Bank. An order may be passed holding that the action of 
the First Respondent in terminating her service with effect 
from 31.01.2010 and by the Second Respondent from 
19.07.2011 is illegal and not justified and also directing the 
First Respondent to reinstate the petitioner in service with 
continuity of service, back wages and other attendant 
benefits. 

4. The First Respondent has filed Counter Statement 
contending as follows: 

The dispute is not maintainable as against the First 
Respondent as there is no privity of contract between the 
petitioner and the First Respondent. She is not a workman 
as defined under Section-2(s) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act. The petitioner was appointed on contract basis as 
Marketing Executive by the First Respondent by letter 
dated 13.07.2007. Her duty included canvassing the clients 
for opening Saving Bank Accounts, Current Accounts, 
Deposit Accounts, etc. She was appointed on contract 
basis for a period of one year only. Her service 
automatically ceased on completion of period of contract. 
However, she was orally permitted to continue to work till 
January, 2010. The First Respondent decided to outsource 
the marketing work to the Second Respondent. 
Consequently, the petitioner was left without any work 
under First Respondent and she was recommended to the 
Second Respondent on humanitarian grounds. The 
Second Respondent had appointed the petitioner in their 
service by letter dated 01.02.2010. Her salary and other 
statutory benefits were given by the Second Respondent 
from February, 2010. During her tenure with the second 
respondent the petitioner had opened current account and 
savings account without necessary payment for opening 
account but with photocopies of altered cheque leaves of 
other banks and without presenting the cheques at the 
bank. The allegations made by the petitioner against the 
First Respondent in her Claim Statement are all denied. 
The petitioner is not entitled to any relief from the First 
Respondent. 

5. Though the Second Respondent has remained 
absent at the subsequent stage of proceedings, he has 
filed Counter Statement contending as below: 

The petitioner was appointed as Marketing 
Executive with the Second Respondent on 01.02.2010 for 
a period of one year. As per the terms and conditions of 
appointment, she was liable to be terminated for any 
performance inconsistent with the contractual obligations 
and the contract which are detrimental to the interests of 
the client of the employer. As per the appointment letter 
any dispute between the petitioner and the Second 
Respondent is to be referred to Arbitrator. So the dispute 
is not maintainable before this forum. It is incorrect to 
state that the appointment given to the petitioner was in 
continuation of the work rendered with the First 
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Respondent. The experience of the petitioner with the First 
Respondent was counted for her appointment by the 
Second Respondent. On 01.01.2009 the Second 
Respondent had entered into an agreement with the First 
Respondent to provide service with a specific term that all 
the persons employed by the Second Respondent for 
rendering service to the First Respondent shall be their 
employees solely liable and responsible for the payments 
of their salaries and other statutory benefits. The petitioner 
indulged in opening Current Accounts and Savings Bank 
Account using bogus cheques by forging signature. The 
fraud was exposed by the First Respondent and the First 
Respondent requested the Second Respondent to 
terminate the petitioner. So the petitioner was terminated 
from service by termination letter dated 19.07.2011 because 
of her misconduct. The petitioner was given adequate 
opportunity to explain her cause before ordering 
termination. The contention of the petitioner that no Show 
Cause Notice was given before the order of termination is 
without basis. As per the terms of the appointment letter 
issued by the Second Respondent he had power to 
terminate the petitioner without any notice or enquiry. 
The petitioner is not entitled to be reinstated in the service 
of the First Respondent. 

6. The petitioner has filed a rejoinder denying the 
allegations made in the Counter Statement of First and 
Second Respondents and also reiterating her case in the 
Claim Statement. 

7. The evidence in the case consists of oral evidence 
of petitioner examined as WW1, evidence of MW 1 and 
also documents marked as ext. W1 to Ext.W 14 and Ext.Ml 
to Ext.M6. 

8. The points for consideration are: 

(i) Whether the action of the Respondents in 
terminating the service of the petitioner is legal and 
justified? 

(ii) What if any is the relief to which the petitioner is 
entitled? 

The points 

9. The facts of the case are not much in dispute. The 
petitioner had been appointed by the First Respondent as 
Marketing Executive by order dated 13.07.2007 which is 
marked as Ext.W 1, for a consolidated salary of Rs. 8,000. 
Though as per Ext.Wl, the period of appointment is one 
year the petitioner continued to be in the employment of 
First Respondent till 31.01.2010. After this also, she 
continued to do the work of Marketing Executive itself for 
the First Respondent though it was as if she was engaged 
through the Second Respondent, a contractual agency 
until 19.07.2011 on which date she was served with an 
order of termination by the Second Respondent. 
According to the petitioner, this later arrangement was in 
between the first and second respondents but it did not 


affect the nature of the work or her service conditions in 
any manner. The petitioner has alleged that she was 
terminated from service by the Second Respondent without 
any notice or enquiry and without any justification. She 
has stated in her Claim Statement that all along the First 
Respondent was of the stand that she will be regularized 
in service and that employment through the Second 
Respondent was only to make things legal. On the other 
hand it has been contended by the First Respondent that 
after termination of the petitioner on 31.01.2010 there was 
no employer-employee relationship between the petitioner 
and the First Respondent. The stand of the First 
Respondent is that it has no liability to reinstate the 
petitioner since she was not under the employment of 
First Respondent at the time of termination. 

10. The First Respondent has raised a technical 
contention in its counter statement that in any case the 
petitioner is not a “workman” coming under the definition 
of Section-2(s) of the ID Act as she had been employed as 
Marketing Executive and therefore she is not entitled to 
raise the dispute under the ID Act. Before going into the 
merits of the case this contention of the First Respondent 
is to be considered. 

11. The above contention raised by the First 
Respondent seems to be on the ground that the name of 
the post of the petitioner is Marketing Executive which is 
to be assumed to be a position which is managerial or 
supervisory in nature. It is the well established position of 
law that mere nomenclature of the post is not sufficient to 
determine whether a person comes under the definition of 
workman under the Section-2(s) of the ID Act or not. What 
exactly was the nature of the work of the petitioner? Ext.Wl, 
the order of appointment gives the name of the job as 
Marketing Executive. It does not state what exactly is the 
nature of the job. The petitioner has stated in her Claim 
Statement as well as in the affidavit filed by her that she 
had to report for work in the branch of First Respondent at 
T. Nagar at 0900 AM and then to go out for canvassing for 
opening Savings Bank Accounts, Current Account and 
Deposit Accounts in T. Nagar and other surrounding areas. 
She has further stated that after returning to the office she 
had to do the job of helping the customers in their business 
transactions with the Bank. It is seen from the evidence 
given by MW 1 also that the petitioner was doing the work 
of canvassing deposits for the First Respondent Ext.W2 
would show that the petitioner was honored for her 
excellent performance in canvassing business forT. Nagar 
Branch. 

12. Though it is contended in the counter statement of 
the First Respondent that the petitioner would not come 
under the definition of workman, it has not taken any effort 
to prove that the petitioner was working in a managerial or 
supervisory capacity. The counsel for the petitioner has 
referred to the decision of the Madras High Court in 
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N. KUMARESAN VS. PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR 
COURT AND ANOTHER reported in 2001 2 LLJ 369 where 
it was held that it is the duty of the management to 
establish that the employee performed duties that were 
supervisory in nature. The Apex Court has held in the 
decision in ARKAL GOVIND RAJ RAO VS. CIBAGIEGY 
OF INDIA LTD, BOMBAY reported in AIR 1985 SC 985 
that in deciding whether a person is a workman the Court 
must find out what are the primary and basic duties of the 
concerned and if he is incidentally asked to do some other 
work which may not necessarily be in tune with the basic 
duties, his additional duties cannot change the character 
and status of the person concerned. In fact in the present 
case there is no case for the Respondent that the petitioner 
has been doing any job which is managerial or supervisory 
in nature. 

13. The petitioner though conferred with the position 
of Marketing Executive which looks like an impressive 
one, it could be seen that except in the nomenclature it is 
not impressive at all. She was employed for a 
consolidated salary of Rs. 8,000/- a month. After reporting 
at the office at 0900 AM she is to go out to rope in persons 
to be made customers of the Bank. She had to wander 
around in search of persons who are willing to become 
customers of the bank. In the words of the First 
Respondent itself, as seen from Ext.W2 the petitioner has 
rendered excellent performance in canvassing business 
for the branch. She has canvassed around 600 CASA 
Accounts and has done Metlife business for Rs. 15.00 
lakhs. There is nothing managerial or supervisory in such 
work so definitely the petitioner will come under the 
definition of workman under Section-2(s) of ID Act. 

14. There is a case for the Respondents that the 
petitioner has been terminated from service on account 
of her misconduct. It is stated in the Counter Statement 
of both Respondents that she had opened accounts in 
the name of a particular individual by forging her signature 
and issued bogus cheques. There is no case for the 
Respondents that any enquiry has been conducted before 
terminating the service of the petitioner for misconduct. 
Though it is stated in the Counter Statement of the Second 
Respondent that notice has been given to the petitioner 
regarding his misconduct and she has been given 
opportunity to explain her side, no such notice is seen 
produced. Before this Court itself the Respondents have 
not made any effective attempt to prove that any 
misconduct has been committed by the petitioner. MW 1 
who is a Chief Manager of the First Respondent Bank 
examined on its behalf has no personal knowledge of the 
facts of the case. She had no occasion to be the Manager 
of the Bank in which the petitioner has been working. She 
has stated that she is giving evidence on the basis of 
records only. There is nothing to show what exactly was 
the misconduct allegedly committed by the petitioner. No 
acceptable evidence is adduced regarding this. Ext.M2 to 


Ext.M6 are just some internal correspondence of the First 
Respondent which are not proved at all. So there is 
absolutely no basis to show that the petitioner had 
committed any misconduct. 

15. It could be seen from the evidence that though at 
the time of termination the petitioner was projected as an 
employee of the Second Respondent, actually she was 
continuing the same job she was earlier doing for the First 
Respondent i.e. canvassing of accounts for the First 
Respondent. Though her initial appointment was for a 
period of one year as per Ext.Wl, even as admitted by the 
First Respondent she continued in the employment of the 
First Respondent even after expiry of this period one year. 
She continued in the same position until 31.01.2010. After 
this, she was treated as an employee of the Second 
Respondent though in effect she was not. This is evident 
from the version of the petitioner and even the admission 
made by MW 1 during her cross-examination. MW 1 has 
admitted that after 31.10.2010 also the petitioner was 
reporting to T. Nagar branch but according to her as an 
outsourced employee and was discharging the very same 
work. She continued to canvass deposits for the First 
Respondent after this also. 

16. The documents also would reveal the case of the 
petitioner that it was by way of an arrangement only that 
she was shown as an employee of the Second Respondent. 
In fact the documents would reveal that the petitioner was 
made to believe that she would be given opportunity to 
participate in the examination for absorption in the bank. 
It is revealed from Ext.W2 which is written by the Chief 
Manager in the form of congratulatory message to the 
petitioner that her application for the post of Junior Officer 
will be considered favorably and she will be permitted to 
write the examination for the same. It was after all this an 
appointment letter was given to her by the Second 
Respondent on 01.02.2010 which is marked Ext.W3. 
Consequent to receiving this, the General Secretary of the 
Union of the petitioner has written a letter to the General 
Manager of the First Respondent. In answer to this an 
assurance is seen given stating that the transfer to M/s 
Teamlease, the Second Respondent is done for the purpose 
of statutory compliance only. MW1 has stated that the 
work of Marketing Executive still exists. Even from the 
manner in which the petitioner was terminated from service 
by the Second Respondent it could be seen that the Second 
Respondent was only a namesake and that the First 
Respondent was actually running the show. Ext.W9 the 
letter written by the Second Respondent to the petitioner 
shows that it was as instructed by the First Respondent 
that the petitioner has been terminated. There is no case 
for the Second Respondent that it was a registered 
contractor and was competent to supply persons on 
contract basis. All these would show that it was the First 
Respondent itself who had continued to engage the 
petitioner though under the guise of doing it through the 
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Second Respondent. Even otherwise, even at the time of 
termination dated 31.01.2010 if any the First Respondent 
had not complied with the provisions of the Act. 
Apparently, from 13.07.2007 the petitioner had been 
working with the First Respondent continuously. In spite 
of this, she was not given any notice of termination. On 
the other hand, she was shown to be under the 
employment of the Second Respondent and allowed to 
continue in the service of the First Respondent. In the 
circumstances it is only proper that the petitioner is 
reinstated in the service of the First Respondent. However, 
considering the circumstances, I am not inclined to allow 
any back wages. 

Accordingly an award is passed as follows: 

The First Respondent shall reinstate the petitioner 
in service within a month. 

The reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 9th July, 2014) 

K. P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined: 

For the 1 st Party/ : WW1, Smt. R. Ramaprabha 
Petitioner 

For the 2nd Party/ : MW 1, Sri G. Bhanumurthy 
Management 

Documents Marked: 

On the petitioner’s side 


Ex.No. 

Date 

Description 

Ex.Wl 

13.07.2007 

Copy of Appointment letter issued 
to the petitioner by the 1st 
Respondent with enclosures 

Ex.W2 

04.04.2009 

Copy of e-mail from 1st 
Respondent to the petitioner 

Ex.W3 

01.02.2010 

Copy of appointment letter issued 
to the petitioner by the 2nd 
Respondent 

Ex.W4 

xxxx 

Copy of letter from Petitioner to 
the 1st Respondent 

Ex.W5 

10.07.2010 

Copy of letter from Petitioner to 
the 1st Respondent 

Ex.W6 

09.07.2011 

Copy of letter from Petitioner to 
the 1st Respondent with copy to 
2nd Respondent 

Ex.W7 

13.07.2011 

Copy of e-mail from Petitioner to 
the 1st Respondent 


Ex.W8 

13.07.2011 

Copy of e-mail from Petitioner to 
the 1st Respondent 

Ex.W9 

19.07.2011 

Copy of letter from 2nd 
Respondent to the Petitioner 

Ex.WlO 

20.07.2010 

Copy of letter from Petitioner to 
the 1st Respondent 

Ex.Wl 1 

23.08.2011 

Copy of letter from Petitioner to 
the 2nd Respondent 

Ex.W12 

23.08.2011 

Copy of e-mail from Petitioner to 
the 2nd Respondent 

Ex.Wl 3 

05.09.2011 

Copy of Petition u/s 2-A of the ID 
Act filed by the petitioner before 
the Asstt. Fabour Commissioner 
(Central), Chennai 

Ex.W14 

05.12.2011 

Copy of reply filed by the 
Petitioner before the Asstt. Labour 
Commissioner (Central), Chennai 

On the Management’s side 

Ex.No. 

Date 

Description 

Ex.Ml 

- 

Power of Attorney 

ExM2 

13.07.2007 

Copy of the Appointment Letter 
to the Petitioner 

ExM3 

05.07.2011 

Copy of the mail sent by the 
internal auditor of 1st 
Respondent to the Credit Head 
and Vigilance Head of the 1st 
Respondent 

Ex.M4 

06.07.2011 

Copy of the mail sent by the 
internal auditor of 1st 
Respondent to the Vigilance Head 
of the 1st Respondent 

Ex.M5 

08.07.2011 

Copy of the mail sent by the 
internal auditor of 1st 
Respondent to the Vigilance Head 
of the 1st Respondent 

Ex.M6 

18.07.2011 

Copy of the mail sent by the Credit 


Head of 1 st Respondent to the HR 
Head of the 1st Respondent 


14 37W, 2014 

W.3TT. 2283—1947 (1947 
14) «TRT 17^ 3PJWT 

#7 trwt ^ wg: frqfcprT sfk wb ^ 

SFfPT aMfW 'felK 3 WTTT 3ik)P|cb 

3#PRU1 ^ W (wf WIT 18/06) ^ wfw 

wft t ^#4 WTR ^ 14/08/2014 ^fl W7T fan «TT | 
[TT. T5T-12012/200/2005-3Tl|3TR («ft-I)] 
^t% Bobdul, ar^wT 3Tfenf) 
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New Delhi, the 14th August, 2014 

S.O. 2283. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 18/06) of 
the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of State Bank of Indore, Head 
Office and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 14/08/2014. 

[No. L-12012/200/2005-IR (B-I)] 

SUMATI SAKLANI, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/18/06 

Presiding Officer: SHRIR. B. PATLE 
General Secretary, 

Daily Wages Bank Employees Association, 

9, Sanwer Road, Ujjain (MP) ....Workman/Union 

Versus 

General Manager (Operations), 

State Bank of Indore, 

Merged as State Bank of India 
Local Head Office, 

Hoshangabad Road, 

Bhopal .Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 9th day of July 2014 

1. As per letter dated 23-5-06 by the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under 
Section-lOofl.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-12012/ 
200/2005-IR(B-I). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“Whether the action of the management of General 
Manager (O), State Bank of Indore in removing Shri 
Anandilal Vaastri from his service w.e.f. 10-1-04 is 
justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 
for?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to 
parties. Workman submitted statement of claim at Page 2/1 
to 2/5. Case of workman is that he was engaged as 
permanent peon on 14-10-06 by Branch Manager Lateri on 
wages Rs.60/- per day. He was continuously working with 
devotion. He was paid wages deducting wages for Sunday 
and declared holidays. Workman further submits that his 
services were discontinued from 10-1-04. Though he 
completed 240 days continuous service, he was not paid 
retrenchment compensation, termination notice was not 


issued to him. His services were not issued to him. His 
services were terminated in violation of Section 25-F,G,H 
of I.D.Act. on such ground, workman prayed for his 
reinstatement with consequential benefits. 

3. Ilnd party filed Written Statement at page 5/1 to 
5/11. Preliminary objection is raised by Ilnd party that 
workman had not completed 240 days continuous service 
preceding his termination. The reference is not tenable. 
The reference is vague. There is no employer employee 
relationship. Any recruitment process was not followed 
while engaging workman. That Shri Ram Nagwanshi is a 
dismissed employee and Secretary of Dainik Vetan Bhogi 
Bank Employees Association. He was dismissed from 
service of the Bank on 5-12-2001. He is not competent to 
represent the workman. Ilnd party reiterates that it has 
service regulations for recruitment of Class III, IV 
employees framed by the Govt, of India. The 
appointments of sub-staff, peon, daftary are made adopting 
recruitment process issuing publication in newspapers. 
Names of candidates are sponsored through Employment 
Exchange. Such procedure was not followed while 
engaging workman. By raising dispute workman wants 
back door entry. Workman was engaged as casual worker 
for 2-3 hours per day for cleaning work. Amount agreed 
was paid to him. Workman has not completed 240 days 
service preceding his termination. Engaging services for 
few hours of casual employee doesnot give any right to 
the workman. The discontinuation of workman is covered 
under Section 2(oo)(bb) of I.D.Act. The documents 
produced by workman pertains to payments made to 
various parties and not to the workman above,. Workman 
is committed to enter in employment in Bank through back 
door entry. Ilnd party referred to ratio held in various cases 
by Supreme Court, High Court. It is submitted that 
workman is not entitled to any of the reliefs claimed by 
him. 

4. Workman filed rejoinder at Page 6/1 to 6/2 reiterating 
his contentions in statement of claim. 

5. Considering pleadings on record, the points which 
arise for my consideration and determination are as under. 
My findings are recorded against each of them for the 
reasons as below:- 

(i) Whether the action of the manage- In Negative 
ment of General Manager (O), State 

Bank of Indore in removing Shri 
Anandilal Vaastri from his service 
w.e.f. 10-1-04 is justified? 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is As per 

entitled to?” final order. 

REASONS 

6. Workman is challenging termination of his services 
for violation of Section 25-F, G H of I.D. Act claiming that 
he completed more than 240 days continuous service 
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preceding his termination from 11-1-04. Workman filed 
affidavit of his evidence supporting his contentions in 
statement of claim. Since 14-10-02, he was working more 
than 240 days. His services were discontinued from 
10-1-04 without notice. Retrenchment compensation was 
not paid to him. However workman has not made available 
for his cross-examination, his evidence was closed on 

24- 12-2010. As such his evidence cannot be considered in 
support of his claim. However the documents are produced 
on record Exhibit W-1 (1 to 37) shows payment of wages to 
the workman. Those documents shows payment of wages 
made on different dates to the workman. Document Exhibit 
W-2 is copy of register of daily payments. He payments 
made to workman on different dates shows that wages for 
more than 222 days were paid to the workman. Section 
25(B) of l.D.Act provides continuous service for one year, 
Sundays and paid holidays are required to be counted by 
considering continuous service. If 52 Sundays are counted, 
working days of workman comes more than 240 days. The 
services of workman was terminated without notice. 

7. Management’s witness Shri Ashok Kumar Vyas in 
his cross-examination was unable to tell working days of 
workman. He was also unable to tell whether retrenchment 
compensation, termination notice was given to the 
workman. Management’s witness in his cross-examination 
admits that workman had filed proceeding for recovery of 
bonus. He has admitted payment vouchers W-l(l to 37). 
That workman was not appointed from regular post. 
Workman was working one hour morning, one hour 
evening. The attendance register is not produced by 
workman. His evidence is not supported by any document. 
On the other hand, though workman has not entered in 
witness box, W-l, W-2 shows his working days. As stated 
above, the working days of workman are more than 240 
days if Sunday is included. Therefore termination of service 
of workman is not legal and proper. For above reasons, I 
record my finding in Point No.l in Negative. 

8. Point No.2- In view of my finding on Point No.l, 
termination of service of workman is in violation of Section 

25- F of l.D.Act, question arises whether workman is 
entitled for reinstatement with back wages. Workman was 
engaged as casual employee. Recruitment process was 
not followed. His name was not sponsored through 
Employment Exchange. Therefore relief of reinstatement 
in the matter would not be proper. 

9. Union Representative Shri Ram Nagwanshi relies 
on ratio held in case of 

Samishta Dube versus City Board, Etawah and 
another reported in 1999(81) FLR-746 has no direct bearing 
to facts of present case as the evidence on record shows 
that workman completed 240 days service. 

Shri Ram Nagwanshi also relies on ratio held in case 
of Regional Manager, SBI versus Rakesh kumar Tewari 


reported in 2006(108)FLR 733. Their Lordship of the Apex 
Court held Section 25-H proceeds on assumption that 
retrenchment has been validly made. Statutory obligation 
is casted on employer to give opportunity of retrenched 
employee. 

Though workman has filed affidavit of evidence he 
has not entered in witness box for cross-examination, his 
evidence cannot be considered. The ratio held in the above 
cited case cannot be beneficially applied. 

In case of Jaipur Development Authority versus 
Ramsahai and another reported in 2007(1) Supreme Court 
Cases (L&S) 518, their Lordship dealing with Section 25-G, 
H of l.D.Act held requirement of continuous work in terms 
of Section 25 B of l.D.Act is not requirement under Section 
25-Q Hof l.D.Act. 

Workman was hardly working for about 16 months. 
Considering short tenure of his working and violation of 
Section 25-F of I.D. Act in discontinuing his service, 
compensation Rs. 25,000/- would be appropriate relief. 
Accordingly I record my finding in Point No.2. 

10. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The action of the management of General Manager 
(O), State Bank of Indore in removing Shri Anandilal 
Vaastri from his service w.e.f. 10-1-04 is legal and 
proper. 

(2) Ilnd party is directed to pay compensation Rs.25,000/- 
to the workman within 30 days from the date of 
publication of award. 

Amount as per above order shall be paid to workman within 
30 days from the date of notification of award. In case of 
default, amount shall carry 9 % interest per annum from 
the date of award till its realization. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

14 3}W, 2014 

W.3TT. 2284.—atlsjfe 1947 (1947 

14) +4 STRT 17 ^ R TOR THT PTJ RfiRTt 

poldiy % WRT4 ^ fTTR+tf affT +444(1 W 
3335m 3lklpl+ (R+K 3lk)p|+ 

3#RRUT ^ T UTU (7K4 7R54I 59/2013) +4 U+lPild 
RRcft t # TE+TT E7T 14/08/2014 E7T RRT fsn m 

[Tf. RRT-12012/109/2012-3TT^3TR («ft-I)] 

(H+dHl, SPjqFT 3#p+Rt 

New Delhi, the 14th August, 2014 

S.O. 2284. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 59/2013) 
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 

























5860 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: AUGUST 23, 2014/BHADRA 1, 1936 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


between the management of M/s. Lakshmi Vilas Bank Ltd. 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government 
on 14/08/2014. 

[No. L-12012/109/2012-IR (B-I)] 
SUMATI SAKLANI, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 22nd July, 2014 
Present : K. P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 59/2013 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between 
the Management of Lakshmi Vilas Bank Ltd. and their 
workman] 

BETWEEN: 

Sri R. Thiruvengadam : 1 st Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Management : 2nd Party/Respondent 

M/s Lakshmi Vilas Bank Ltd. 

Administrative Office 
Karur-639006 

Appearance: 

For the 1st Party/ : Sri J. Muthukumaran, Advocate 
Petitioner 

For the 1st Party/ : M/sT.R. Sathiyamohan, 
Respondent Advocates 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment, vide its Order No. L-12012/109/2012-IR(B-I) 
dated 16.05.2013 referred the following Industrial Dispute 
to this Tribunal for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is : 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s 
Lakshmi Vilas Bank Ltd. imposing termination of 
service on Sri R. Thiruvengadam is justified or not? 
If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to? 

2. On receipt of the Industrial Dispute this Tribunal 
has numbered it as ID No. 59/2013 and issued notices to 
both sides. Both sides have appeared through their 
Counsel and filed Claim and Counter Statement 
respectively. 

3. The averments in the Claim Statement in brief are as 
below: 


The petitioner joined the service of the Respondent 
Bank as Sub-Staff in the year 1981. He had passed ESLC 
Examination at that time. He passed 10th Standard in 1993. 
He did his BA Degree Course through Correspondence 
Course from Annamalai University. On the basis of the 
degree obtained, the petitioner was promoted as Clerk. 
While the petitioner was serving in Muthur Branch of the 
Respondent Bank as Clerk, he was issued with a 
Suspension Order stating that he has submitted bogus 
degree certificate alongwith mark sheets and has defrauded 
the bank. Simultaneously, a charge sheet was also issued 
to him by the Disciplinary Authority on the same 
allegation. After enquiry the Enquiry Officer found the 
petitioner guilty of the charge. The Disciplinary Authority 
imposed punishment of removal from service on the 
petitioner on the basis of the report of enquiry. The appeal 
filed by the petitioner against this order was dismissed. 
The dispute is raised on account of this. The petitioner 
has not committed the misconduct alleged. Even assuming 
that the charge against the petitioner has been proved, 
the option of the bank was to revert the petitioner as Sub- 
Staff to which post he was originally appointed. An order 
may be passed holding that the action of the Respondent 
in terminating the petitioner is unjustified and directing 
the Respondent to reinstate the petitioner in service with 
full back wages, continuity of service and other benefits. 

4. The Respondent has filed Counter Statement 
contending as follows: 

Sometime prior to 1998 the Respondent had agreed 
to introduce two channels of promotion from Sub-Staff to 
Clerk, one general channel of seniority-cum-merit and 
another, graduates automatic eligibility for promotion. The 
petitioner who had joined the service of the bank in 1989 
applied for promotion to Clerk representing that he had 
obtained a BA Degree. Based on this representation he 
was promoted as Clerk in the year 1998. In the year 2000 
the Bank received information that some of the promotees 
as Clerks had produced false degree certificates. The bank 
wrote to the concerned universities and it came into light 
that some of the Sub-Staff including the petitioner who 
were promoted had produced false degree certificates. The 
Registrar of Annamalai University, Chidambaram had 
informed the Respondent that the provisional certificate 
and two mark lists produced by the petitioner for the 
purpose of promotion are fake and fraudulent. A charge 
sheet was issued to the petitioner charging him for 
misconduct of having produced false certificate. On 
conduct of domestic enquiry the Enquiry Officer has 
reported that the charge against the petitioner is proved. 
The punishment of dismissal from service was imposed 
on the petitioner. The petitioner had produced false 
certificate for getting automatic promotion even though 
he was aware that he had not attended the examination. 
The petitioner is not entitled to any relief. 
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5. The evidence in the case consists of documents 
marked as Exts.Wl to Exts.W20 and Exts.Ml to Exts.M16. 
No oral evidence was adduced on either side. 

6 . The points for consideration are: 

(i) Whether the action of the management in imposing 
the punishment of termination from service on the 
petitioner is justified? 

(ii) What, if any, is the relief to which the petitioner is 
entitled? 

The Points 

7. The petitioner who had joined the service of the 
Respondent Bank in 1989 is alleged to have obtained 
promotion to the post of Clerk on the basis of a bogus 
provisional certificate and mark sheets produced by him. 
The Respondent Bank who has subsequently found out 
that the certificate and mark sheets are bogus had initiated 
disciplinary action against him and terminated him from 
service on the basis of the report of domestic enquiry 
conducted by it. The Enquiry Officer had found that the 
certificate and mark sheets are bogus. 

8 . The initial question to be considered is whether the 
petitioner had produced bogus certificate and mark sheets 
before the Respondent Bank for obtaining automatic 
promotion. Ex.W4 is the copy of the provisional certificate 
that has been produced by the petitioner before the 
Respondent. Ext.M6 and Ext.M7 are the copies of mark 
list of 1st and 2nd year respectively, produced by the 
petitioner. In both these marks lists the petitioner is shown 
to have passed in all the subjects. Ex.M5 is the mark list of 
3rd year in which he has passed in all the subjects. 

9. The Management has initiated action by sending 
letter to the Annamalai University from which the 
petitioner has claimed to have obtained degree. Ext.M2 is 
the letter given by the University in answer to the letter by 
the Bank. The Controller of Examinations has informed in 
this letter that the petitioner has failed in all the subjects 
for his 1st and 2nd year examinations. In Ext.M9, another 
letter written by the University, the Respondent was 
informed that the provisional certificate in the name of the 
petitioner with Register No. 96J15T00091 is a fraudulent 
one and that the University has not issued any such 
certificate. The University has also sent a specimen of the 
provisional certificate issued by it and this is marked as 
Ext.MlO. A comparison of Ext.M8 produced by the 
petitioner and Ext.MlO the specimen would show that both 
certificates are entirely different in nature. 

10. The Controller of Examinations of Annamalai 
University has been examined as MW1 in the enquiry 
proceedings. He has examined the provisional certificate 
produced by the petitioner as the one issued from the 
University and has stated that it was not issued from the 
University and it is not a genuine one. The specimen copy 


of the certificate was also marked through him in the 
enquiry proceedings. The mark lists of 1st and 2nd year 
produced by the petitioner in the bank were also put to 
the witness and he has stated that those are not genuine. 
He has stated that genuine mark lists are Exts.M3 to 
Exts.M5. As seen from Exts.M5 the petitioner has obtained 
minimum pass mark for all subjects in the 3rd year 
examination. However, he has failed in all subjects for the 
1st year examination. For the 2nd year examination, as 
seen from Ext.M4, he has attended only four examinations 
out of six. He was absent for two examinations. The form 
and appearance of genuine mark lists are different from 
the mark lists produced by the petitioner. 

11. MW2 examined in the enquiry proceedings is an 
Officer of HRD Department of the Bank. He has stated 
about the mode of promotion and the manner in which 
promotion was given. He has stated that the petitioner 
has written to the Management claiming that he has 
obtained the additional qualification of degree. He had 
also written to the Bank claiming cash incentive of 
Rs. 5,000 given to those who obtained degree. The letters 
were marked through this witness. He has stated that on 
the basis of the documents of qualification submitted by 
the petitioner he was given promotion. 

12. The petitioner has himself given evidence in the 
enquiry proceedings. According to him all the mark sheets 
for his examination were received from the University by 
Registered Post, so also the provisional certificate. 

13. From the evidence given by MW 1, the Controller of 
Examinations in the enquiry proceedings there can be no 
doubt that the certificate and two out of three mark lists 
produced by the petitioner are bogus. He has passed in all 
subjects only in 3rd year examination. So there was no 
question of a provisional degree certificate having a degree 
been issued to him by the University. So his case that he 
has obtained the documents by Regd. Post from the 
University certainly could not be true. The genuine mark 
list were produced before the enquiring authority. A 
provisional certificate could not have been issued on the 
basis of this. 

14. It has been argued on behalf of the petitioner that in 
any case the petitioner could not be said to have produced 
false mark list and certificate deliberately for the purpose 
of promotion. The Counsel for the petitioner has referred 
to the decision in SEKAR VS. REGISTRAR, TAMIL NADU 
ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL reported in 2008 3 CTC 
23 where it was held in a similar case that there was no 
finding as to whether petitioner knowingly submitted false 
mark sheet. The Hon”ble High Court observed that the 
case regarding this is pending before the Criminal Court. 
On the basis of this, the High Court has modified the order 
of termination to one of reversal to the original post, subject 
to result of the Criminal Case. In the present case, there is 
no criminal case pending. It is clear from the facts of the 






5862 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: AUGUST 23, 2014/BHADRA 1, 1936 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


case that production of bogus mark lists and certificates 
was a deliberated act on the part of the petitioner. He must 
have been very much aware that he has not attended two 
of the 2nd year examinations and for this very reason he 
must also have been aware that a provisional degree 
certificate could not be issued to him. So his action of 
submitting the qualification documents before the bank is 
a deliberate one itself. 

15. In the decision SEKAR VS DIRECTOR OF 
MEDICAL EDUCATION, CHENNAI reported in 2009 4 
CTC 158 it has been held that bogus certificate produced 
has no bearing since the petitioner even otherwise 
possessed the qualification for the post of Barber. This is 
not the case here. If not for the bogus certificate, the 
petitioner was not qualified to be promoted as Clerk. 

16. In the decision VENKATRAMAN VS. THE 
GENERAL MANAGER, TAMIL NADU STATE 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND OTHER CASES 
decided on 18.07.2011 (unreported) wherein a similar issue 
regarding bogus certificates were under consideration, the 
Madras High Court has observed that the action has been 
initiated after several years. It was also found that the 
employer has failed to produce any material through which 
they came to know that the employee had produced bogus 
certificates. It was further observed that the unexplained 
inaction on the part of the employer had allowed the 
employee to continue in service for 6 years, by the time 
the action had been initiated. The Court also observed 
that there was no case for the employer that the workmen 
who were Drivers had produced bogus Driving License 
and do not possess the requisite experience for Driving. 
The High Court has further stated that though the Court 
is not justifying the alleged action of the employees in 
producing the bogus certificates, the illegal way in which 
things were dealt with by the employers and that too with 
inordinate and unexplained delay has made them come to 
the decision of setting aside the impugned order. It is 
accordingly the Writ Appeals were allowed. In the present 
case there was neither delay on the part of the Respondent 
nor was there any impropriety or illegality in the enquiry 
held, nor is it a case where the petitioner could have been 
promoted to the post even without the bogus certificates 
in question. 

17. Lastly, the petitioner’s counsel has also referred to 
the decision in GUNASEKARAN VS. DIRECTOR OF 
ANIMAL HUSBANDRY, CHENNAI decided on 26.07.2013 
in Writ Petition No. 14217 of 2007 (unreported). It was a 
case where a bogus SSLC examination Certificate was 
produced. The case of the petitioner was that he had 
appeared for the examination through a Tutorial Centre, 
that the Centre had informed him that he has passed SSLC 
and had also handed over the certificate to him informing 
him that it was obtained from the Director of Government 
Examination. It was found that there is no evidence to the 


effect that the petitioner had created the false certificate 
or had produced the certificate knowing fully well that it 
was a fake certificate. It was on the basis of this finding 
the punishment of dismissal from service was set aside 
and the concerned employee was reverted to his previous 
post. As already stated, the petitioner who had absented 
himself for two examinations was very much aware that he 
is not eligible for a provisional certificate in respect of a 
degree which he could not have passed for want of 
attending some of the examinations. The misconduct 
committed by the petitioner is not something pardonable. 
That is why the respondent has imposed the punishment 
of dismissal from service. 

18. In spite of the gravity of misconduct committed by 
the petitioner I do not want to efface all the years of service 
that he has acquired. Even on going through the counter 
statement I find that the punishment originally proposed 
was discharge from service with superannuation benefits. 
However, subsequently, the punishment of dismissal seems 
to have been awarded. I think the petitioner will be properly 
punished even by discharge from service with 
superannuation benefits. Accordingly, the punishment is 
modified to one of discharge from service with 
superannuation benefits. 

18. The reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 22nd luly, 2014) 

K. P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined: 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner : None 

For the 2nd Party/Management : None 

Documents Marked: 

On the petitioner’s side 


Ex.No. 

Date 

Description 

Ex.Wl 

22.05.1989 

Appointment order of the petitioner 

Ex.W2 

14.05.1991 

ESLC Certificate 

Ex.W3 

1/1993 

SSLC Certificate 

Ex.W4 

31.10.1997 

U.G Provisional Certificate 

Ex.W5 

01.04.1998 

Proceedings of the Respondent 

Ex.W6 

26.02.2001 

Show Cause Notice 

Ex.W7 

27.04.2001 

Explanation 

Ex.W8 

03.10.2001 

Charge Sheet 

Ex.W9 

01.04.2002 

Representation 

Ex.WlO 

03.07.2002 

Proceeding of the Respondent 

Ex.Wl 1 

01.11.2003 

Defence Written Arguments 
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Ex.W12 

03.01.2004 

Proceeding of the Respondent 
(Findings) 

Ex.W13 

08.01.2004 

Order of Punishment 

Ex.W14 

24.01.2004 

Final Order 

Ex.W15 

18.06.2004 

Appeal 

Ex.W16 

26.08.2004 

Proceeding of the Respondent 

Ex.W17 

20.09.2004 

Representation 

Ex.W18 

08.11.2004 

Appeal rejection order 

Ex.W19 

29.01.2005 

Affidavit in WP No. 3834/2005 

Ex.W20 

11.03.2010 

Order in WP No. 3834/2005 

On the Management’s side 

Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ex.Ml 

03.10.2001 

Charge Sheet filed by the 
Respondent 

ExM2 

23.08.2001 

Exhibit M-1 filed by the Respondent 
in the domestic Enquiry 

Ex.M3 

21.10.1995 

Exhibit M-2 filed by the Respondent 
in the domestic enquiry 

Ex.M4 

25.10.1996 

Exhibit M-3 filed by the Respondent 
in the domestic enquiry 

Ex.M5 

16.10.1997 

Exhibit M-4 filed by the Respondent 
in the domestic Enquiry 

Ex.M6 

16.10.1997 

Exhibit M-5 filed by the Respondent 
in the domestic enquiry 

Ex.M7 

16.10.1997 

Exhibit M-6 filed by the Respondent 
in the domestic enquiry 

Ex.M8 

31.10.1997 

Exhibit M-7 filed by the Respondent 
in the domestic enquiry 

Ex.M9 

12 .02.2001 

Exhibit M-8 filed by the Respondent 
in the domestic enquiry 

Ex.M10 

10.03.2000 

Exhibit M-9 filed by the Respondent 
in the domestic enquiry 

Ex.Mll 

- 

Proceedings of the domestic 
enquiry 

Ex.M12 

01.01.2004 

Findings of the Enquiry Officer 

Ex.M13 

24.01.2004 

Proceedings of the Disciplinary 
Authority issued to the petitioner 

Ex.M14 

08.11.2004 

Proceedings of the Appellate 
Authority 

Ex.M15 

23.11.2011 

Petition filed by the petitioner 
before the Conciliation Officer 

Ex.M16 

14.02.2012 

Counter filed by the Respondent 
before the Conciliation Officer 


^ ■ferft, 14 33W, 2014 

eRT.3Tr. 2285—aMfwf^ 3#Tpm, 1947 ( 1947 
14) ^ srro 17 ^ 3 rjttgi Tf ttrfr rr#r Tfe 
RR1 TT RRR7RT ^ RR^ fRRt^f afk 4,4 <RkT ^ #R 
SFJsfa t}' aMfW fRRK 3 7RRR aMfRRT 
3#EFG1/9R «4l4ld4, RRPJ7 ^ RRTS (tM WIT 79/2013 ) 
RTf yRlRld RRcft t # ^RtR WR RTl 14/08/2014 RTf WR 
fSTT RTI 

[R. RRT-12011/94/2013-3R^3TR (4-1)] 

TJRfR RobdMl, SPjqFT 3#IR7Rt 

New Delhi, the 14th August, 2014 

S.O. 2285. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 79/2013) 
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Nagpur 
as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between 
the management of State Bank of India and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 14/08/2014. 

[No. L-12011/94/2013-IR (B-I)] 
SUMATI SAKLANI, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI J. P. CHAND, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No.CGIT/NGP/79/2013 Date: 21.07.2014. 

Party No. 1 : The Asstt. General Manager, 
Administrative Office, 

State Bank of India, Region -I, 

S.V. Patel Marg, Nagpur. 

Versus 

Party No. 2 : The Asstt. General Secretary, 

State Bank Karmchari Sena, 

C/o State Bank of India, 

O & A Department, 

Zonal Office, Kingsway, Nagpur, 
Nagpur-440001 

AWARD 

(Dated: 21st luly, 2014) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of State Bank of India, Region-I and their 
workman Shri S.N.Raut, for adjudication, as per letter No. 
L-12011/94/2013-IR (B-I) dated 27.01.2014, with the 
following schedule:- 

“Whether the action of the management of State 
Bank of India, Region-I, Nagpur in denying claim of 
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conveyance allowance of Shri S.N. Raut, Senior 
Assistant for travelling from 12.11.2009 to 
30.11.2009,30.10.2010 & 08.12.2010 for attending the 
jobs entrusted by the higher authorities is just fair 
& legal ? To what relief the concerned workman is 
entitled?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were noticed 
to file their respective statement of claim and written 
statement, by registered post with acknowledge due. 

The party No.l appeared through their advocates 
on 11.04.2014. 

In spite of sufficient service of notice on the 
petitioner, none appeared on behalf of the petitioner. No 
statement of claim was also filed on 11.04.2014. However, 
in the interest of natural justice, the reference was 
adj ourned to 10.06.2014 and then to 21.07.2014 for filing of 
the statement of claim. Inspite of such adjournments, the 
petitioner neither appeared nor filed any statement of claim. 
So, on 21.07.2014, the reference was closed and posted for 
passing of the award. 

It is well settled that whenever a party challenges 
the legality of an order, the burden lies upon him to prove 
the illegality of the order and it is imperative for him to file 
written statement before the Industrial Court setting out 
grounds on which the order is challenged and he must 
also produce evidence to prove his case. If the party fails 
to appear or file written statement or produce evidence, 
the dispute referred by the Government cannot be 
answered in favour of the said party and the party would 
not be entitled to any relief. 

Judging the present case with the touch stone of 
the settled principles as mentioned above, it is found that 
the petitioner has neither appeared nor filed any statement 
of claim and as such, he is not entitled to any relief. Hence, 
it is ordered:- 

ORDER 

The reference is answered in the negative and 
against the petitioner. The petitioner is not entitled to any 
relief. 

J. R CHAND, Presiding Officer 
14 37W, 2014 

W.3TT. 2286.—3jyp|ch sftfwi, 1947 (1947 

14) ETRI 17 SljjHOI Tf TSKITDE-SIFT 

ttftWt ^ ^ fndl^Y 3TE 

^rffeirf ^ tY sjklPicb 3 ^#4 

TTTTR 3iklPlcb 34fSR7TUT, ^ W (wf 

23/2014) ^ ycblPfld Tit t, ^Tf ^#4 14/08/2014 

T4 3JTTT 1[3TT 2TTI 

[Tf. T?T-12011/1 1/2014-34^3414 (sft-I)] 
7JEf?r BcbdMl, STJEFT 3#EFRt 


New Delhi, the 14th August, 2014 
S.O. 2286. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 23/2014) 
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Jaipur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of Baroda Rajasthan Kshetriye 
Gramin Bank and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 14/08/2014. 

[No. L-12011/11/2014-IR (B-I)] 
SUMATI SAKLANI, Section Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, JAIPUR 

BHARAT PANDEY, Presiding Officer 

I.D. 23/2014 

Reference No. L-12011/11/2014-IR(B-I) dated: 19.3.2014 
The Secretary 

Rajasthan Gramin Bank Officers 
Organization, 59, Patel Colony, 

S.P.Marg, C-Scheme, Jaipur. 

V/s 

The Chairman 

Baroda Rajasthan Kshetriye Gramin Bank 
Head Office, City Plaza, Vaishali Nagar, 

Ajmer. 

AWARD 

27.6.2014 

1. The Central Government in exercise of the powers 
conferred under clause (d) of sub-sections 1 & 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred 
the following Industrial dispute to this tribunal for 
adjudication:- 

"T4T M£Ef WfW TTPYTH tfcfj, 

cblillcHd STEEN cbfjcbK 

Ych (cl Rcn u i ariERbR 4 Y % jprr ^ 
fsETT fYnfr Yh cfTRH $ fcdTT 18-10-2013 TT 4FUI 
fcRlT ATFfT I ifl Rl cJ T4 ^JTWTcT t ? 4^ 4^, eft 
4>*)cbl'Z f%41 arjcllT 4^ TFT 44 31^44?! t?" 

2. Pursuant to the receipt of the reference order, 
registered notices were sent to both the parties & case 
was fixed for 20.6.2014 for filing statement of claim. Both 
the parties have been served. Applicant side has received 
the registered notice sent by tribunal on 25.4.2014. 
Acknowledgement of registered notice from both the 
parties has been received back & the same is available on 
the record. None appeared on 20.6.2014 from either side. 
The tribunal on its own motion adjourned the case in 
interest of justice furnishing opportunity to the applicant 
for filing statement of claim on 26.6.2014. On 26.6.2014 
also applicant neither appeared nor any statement of claim 
was filed on his behalf. None was present from the 
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opposite party also. In above circumstances, no material 
could be brought on record by the applicant for 
adjudication of the reference order under consideration 
on merits. It is pertinent to note that under the direction of 
the Ministry dated 19.3.2014 also applicant failed to file 
statement of claim on his own motion after receipt of 
reference order although applicant’s place of residence as 
given in residence is situated at Jaipur where tribunal is 
existing. Notices were sent by tribunal for filing statement 
of claim only when applicant suo-moto failed to file 
statement of claim as per direction of the Ministry. In above 
circumstance, further proceeding in the case was closed 
& step for passing “No Claim Award” was taken by tribunal. 
It appears that the applicant is not willing to contest the 
case further, therefore, “No Claim Award” is passed in this 
matter. The reference under adjudication is answered 
accordingly. 

3. Award as above. 

BHARAT PANDEY, Presiding Officer 
14 3TW, 2014 

eRT.3Tr. 2287—1947 (1947 
^1 14) StKT 17 

^ <b4<bkT ^ 

3TJPT 4' aMfW 4‘ ^#4 TTT44T 3ik)Pl<b 
STfetTHT, W[T 4/ W (tM WIT 87/2012) ^ WTfW 
Wit t, ^ i^#4 WTK ^ 14/08/2014 ^ W7T |[3Tt «TTI 

[7T. T74-12012/60/2012-3Tlf3TR («ft-I)] 
BchdIHl, sgWT 3#P47Rt 
New Delhi, the 14th August, 2014 

S.O. 2287. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 87/2012) 
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Jaipur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of HDFC Bank and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 
14/08/2014. 

[No. L-12012/60/2012-IR (B-I)] 
SUMATI SAKLANI, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, JAIPUR 

BHARAT PANDEY, Presiding Officer 

I.D. 87/2012 

Reference No.L-12012/60/2012-IR(B-I) dated: 15.10.2012 

Shri Mahendra Kumar 
S/o Shri K. C. Gupta 
R/o Hazari Ka Mohalla 
Alwar. 


V/s 

1. The Branch manager 
HDFC Bank Ltd. 

Bhagat Singh Circle Branch 
Alwar. 

2. The managing Director 
HDFC Bank Ltd. 

HDFC Bank House, 2nd Floor, 

Senapati Bhawan, Lower Parel, 

Mumbai-400013. 

PRESENT: 

For the Applicant : Sh. Suresh Kashyap, 
Advocate. 

For the Non-applicants : Ex-parte. 

AWARD 

17.6.2014 

1. The Central Government in exercise of the powers 
conferred under clause (d) of sub-section 1 & 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred 
the following Industrial dispute to this tribunal for 
adjudication:- 

“Whether the action of the management of HDFC 
Bank Ltd. In terminating the services of Shri 
Mahendra Kumar w.e.f. 24.11.2010, is legal & 
justified? To what relief Shri Mahendra Kumar Gupta 
is entitled?” 

2. According to Statement of Claim the allegation of 
the applicant workman Sh. Mahendra Kumar in brief is 
that on 1.10.2008 he was appointed in the establishment 
of the respondent on the post of Sales Executive. It has 
been further alleged that his designation was ‘Sales 
Executive’ but he was working as a workman. His duty 
was purely manual to open the account of customers & 
make entries in the record & maintain the record. The above 
mentioned work was carried out by the workman employing 
his own hands. He was working like a clerk thus he is a 
workman within the meaning of section 2(s) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. During his employment he 
neither enjoyed the power of managerial capacity nor he 
was involved in decision making independently. He was 
only designated as Sales Executive but assigned the duties 
of a clerk. 

3. The nature of the duties of the applicant was 
permanent & was available continuously for all the days. 
The work was of regular nature which cannot be allowed 
to be performed through a contractor or on contract basis 
but the respondent appointed the applicant for fixed terms 
to deprive him the capacity of a regular employee & enjoy 
the consequential benefits existing with the post. Thus, 
the manner of respondent in appointing the applicant is 
nothing but an unfair labour practice which is impermissible 
under the Industrial Disputes Act. 
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4. The services of the applicant was terminated by the 
respondent vide order dated 24.11.2010 w.e.f. close of the 
office hours on 24.11.2010. The termination letter although 
contained the mention of clause 11 of the terms of service 
contract between applicant & the respondent which was 
for a period of two years but much time of service was still 
left to expire. 

5. Prior to issue of termination letter respondent has 
not given any show cause for termination of service hence 
there is violation of Section 25-F of Industrial Disputes 
Act. After termination of the applicant new person has 
been appointed because the character of the work is of 
continuing nature. The work of the applicant was 
thoroughly satisfactory & there was no complain against 
with regard to his work & his record of service is very neat 
& clean. The applicant had completed more than 240 days 
service therefore, his services could not have been 
terminated without reason or payment of one month’s 
wage or notice u/s 25-F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947. The termination of the applicant is illegal & 
unjustified. There is also violation of section 25-G & 25-H 
of the Industrial Disputes Act because there has been 
new appointment in place of applicant. 

6. After termination of service applicant raised 
industrial dispute whereupon conciliation proceedings 
took place but due to adamant attitude of the respondent 
settlement did not take place & reference was made before 
the tribunal for adjudication. Termination of applicant’s 
service is in violation of Sections 25-F, 25-G, 25-H &Rule 
77 & 78 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 which is liable 
to be set aside & applicant is entitled to be reinstated with 
all consequential benefits. Applicant is unemployed since 
the termination & has no source of income. 

7. Notice were sent to opposite party & on 22.3.2013. 
Sh. Yatish Agrawal, Area Manager were personally present 
who has signed in the margin of the order-sheet dated 
22.3.2013. According to order sheet dated 22.3.2013 he 
sought time for filing vakalatnama therefore, it was ordered 
by my learned predecessor that after filing of vakalatnama 
copy of the statement of claim may be furnished to the 
respondent. On 22.3.2013 next date 20.5.2013 was fixed for 
filing vakalatnama by respondent but on 20.5.2013 the 
opposite party did not appear & next date 22.7.2013 was 
fixed. On 22.7.2013 & subsequent date 16.9.2013 both the 
parties were absent hence next date 28.11.2013 was fixed. 
On 28.11.2013 applicant was present & opposite party was 
absent hence order was passed to proceed ex-parte against 
the opposite party & case was fixed on 4.2.2013 for 
recording ex-parte evidence of applicant. On 4.2.2013 
Presiding Officer of this tribunal was absent hence 
29.4.2014 was fixed for evidence. On 29.4.2014 
documentary & affidavit in evidence was filed by applicant 
which was taken on record & case was fixed for ex-parte 
argument on 21.5.2013. 


8 . Applicant Sh. Mahendra Kumar has filed his affidavit 
in evidence in support of his statement of claim. Along 
with his affidavit he has filed following documentary 
evidence which is part of affidavit:- 

i. Ex-W-1 - report of Regional Labour Commissioner (C), 
Jaipur regarding failure of conciliation proceedings. 

ii. Ex-W-2- Fixed term contract dated 29.9.2002 between 
applicant Sh. Mahendra Kumar Gupta & 
management of HDFC Bank & fixed term contract 
dated 1.10.2008 between applicant Sh. Mahendra 
Kumar Gupta & management of HDFC Bank. 

iii. Ex-W-3- Application dated 9.5.2012 by applicant 
Sh. Mahendra Kumar to Conciliation Officer for 
initiation of conciliation proceedings. 

iv. Ex-W-4- Reply of management of HDFC B ank against 
application of the applicant submitted before 
Conciliation Officer. 

v. Ex-W-5- Replication by applicant Sh. Mahendra 
Kumar against Ex-W-4 reply of management. 

vi. Ex-W-6- Termination letter dated 24.11.2010 wherein 
services of the applicant has been termination w.e.f. 
24.11.2010. 

9. Heard the ex-parte argument of the learned counsel 
for the applicant & perused the record carefully. 

10. It has been argued by the learned counsel for the 
applicant that his services has been terminated by the 
management without following the procedure prescribed 
u/s 25-F of the Industrial Disputes Act & in violation of 
Sections 25-G & 25-H & Rule 77 & 78 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act hence he is entitled to be reinstated with all 
consequential benefits. It has also been argued that 
applicant was appointed on the post of Sales Executive 
but in fact he was ‘Sales Executive’ only by name but he 
worked in the respondent’s establishment as a workman 
& never worked in managerial capacity hence he is a 
‘workman’ within the meaning of Section 2(s) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 

11. In view of above argument it is necessary first to 
consider whether the applicant is a workman as defined in 
Section 2(s) of the Industrial Disputes Act. Applicant was 
admittedly appointed on the post of “Contract Sales 
Executive” which means that his engagement as Sales 
Executive was contractual & the first engagement was 
from 1.10.2008 for two years & subsequent engagement 
was from 1.10.2010 for a period of two years according to 
Ex-W-2. The work which applicant was to performed with 
the bank according to terms of contract has been given in 
para 2 of the contract which reads as under:- 

“2. During the engagement you shall devote the 
whole of your time, attention and ability to the 
business and affairs of the Bank and will use your 
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best endeavours to promote its interests. You shall 
not during your employment hereunder, be 
concerned or interested directly or indirectly in any 
way in any business competing with or similar to 
the business of the Bank and shall not have any 
interest in any business other than that of the Bank 
or accept remuneration in any other employment or 
service whatsoever except that you may hold shares 
or securities in any company which is quoted on a 
recognised Stock Exchange or dealt in publicly and 
in private family companies including the holding of 
nominal directorship in such companies (subject to 
compliance with the Personal Account Dealing 
Section of the Ethical Standards and Compliance 
Manual) and except also that you may be allowed to 
accept remuneration and fees for the teaching and 
lecturing work done outside office hours.” 

12. Further para 6 of contract dated 1.8.2008 reveals the 
part of duties which the applicant had to perform as 
mentioned belo w: - 

“6. You will not during your engagement or 
thereafter except in the proper course of your duties, 
disclose any information concerning any of the 
business or affairs of the Bank. Its subsidiaries or 
its associated companies or of any of its customers 
which may come to your Knowledge during the 
course of your engagement or otherwise howsoever 
and you will use your best endeavours to prevent 
any such disclosure.” 

Para 14 of the contact further provides that policies 
and terms of services as applicable to applicant were to be 
made available to him after joining but no such document 
has been filed which provides further terms and conditions 
of service. 

13. Content of para 2 & 6 clearly indicate that the 
applicant was under an obligation to work & promote the 
business of the bank to the best of his professional ability 
& guard the information related to affair of the bank which 
comes to his knowledge during course of the conduct of 
the business of the bank & whose disclosure may be 
detrimental to the business affair of the bank. In the para 1 
of the affidavit it has been alleged by the applicant that 
his work was like the work of a clerk & he was performing 
the function of making entry into register & computer, 
opening the account of the customers including 
maintenance of the records of the account & he was not 
assigned any managerial power. He could neither serve 
any charge sheet nor appoint anyone or recommend for 
the leave to someone. His entire work was manual & he 
was assigned the post of Sales Executive with intention to 
keep him away from enjoying the benefit of a workman. He 
has also said that he is a workman within the meaning of 
section 2(s) of the Industrial Disputes Act. In para 1 of the 
statement of claim he has said, “ 1. That the applicant was 


appointed on 1.10.2008 in respondent establishment on 
the post of Sales Executive but in fact he was only sales 
executive by name but he worked in the respondent 
establishment as a workman. His duty was purely manually 
he had to open the accounts of customers by his own 
hands and makes entries in the record and maintain the 
record and he had to work by his own hands and his duty 
work was like an employees as clerk so the applicant is 
workman under 2(s) of Industrial Disputes Act. Further, 
applicant wants to state that he has not enjoyed with the 
powers of managerial capacity nor he was in position to 
take any decision independently so his designation as 
Sales Executive only by name but duties assigned to him 
were like a clerk.” 

14. From the above statements set out in statement of 
claim & affidavit clearly reveal that an attempt has been 
made by the applicant to bring himself within the definition 
of ‘workman’ as provided u/s 2(s) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act. Here, it is important to take notice of the reply Ex-W- 
4 furnished by opposite party before the Conciliation 
Officer about the work assigned to applicant wherein it 
has been alleged in para 2 that according to terms of 
contract he was engaged as Contract Sales Executive & 
was responsible for promotion of work & was expected to 
perform his duties as per contract. He was functioning as 
authorised person & representative from bank side to deal 
with account opening of customer. It shall appear from the 
above said statement by the management that the 
management has admitted that he was assigned to deal 
with the account opening of the customers. It cannot be 
said that the function of the opening of the account of 
customers is not a responsible function of the business 
executive or the function of opening of the account of the 
bank is the job of a workman. Dealing with opening of 
account in bank is one of the most important business of 
bank. This function in small branches are done by Branch 
Manager himself and in major branches separate post of 
managers have been created in the name of different types 
of accounts e.g. Manager, saving account etc. 

15. Para 3 of the contract dated 29.9.2010 indicates that 
as per terms of the contract the applicant was entitled to 
receive a salary of Rs. 11500 per month & conveyance 
allowance of Rs.2650/-. Beside this he was also entitled to 
be paid incentives based on his performance as per 
applicable policy of the bank. There is no provision for 
such incentives to a clerk in the bank. 

16. Para 2(s)(i) to (iv) of the Industrial Disputes Act 
provides provision about the persons who are not a 
‘workman’ & the relevant para IV is as under:- 

“(iv). Who, being employed in a supervisory 
capacity, draws wages exceeding (ten thousand 
rupees) per mensem or exercises, either by the nature 
of the duties attached to the office or by reason of 
the powers vested in him, functions mainly of a 
managerial nature.” 
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17. From the above definition & salary of the applicant, 
the post & nature of duties he is performing, it is clear & 
unambiguous that the case of the applicant is unfit to be 
covered within the definition of a ‘workman’ as provided 
u/s 2(s) of the Act. 

18. As far as the condition requisite for termination of 
the services of the applicant is concerned it has been 
alleged & argued that section 25-F of the Industrial 
Disputes Act has not been complied. From the termination 
letter it appears that termination has been made as per 
provision of clause 11 of the contract of service between 
the applicant & the HDFC Bank. The termination letter 
reads as under:- 

HDFC Bank Limited 
Human Resources Division 
HDFC Bank House, 2nd Floor, 
Senapati Bapat Marg, 
Lower Parel, Mumbai- 400013 
Tel: 66521000 
Fax:24904016- 

Strictly Private and Confidential 

November 24,2010 
Mahendra Gupta 
Emp. Code: CM14160 
Bhagat Singh Circle 

Termination Letter 

Dear Mahendra, 

Your Contractual services are terminated with effect 
from close of office hours on November, 24,2010. 

As per Clause 11 of your contract letter dated 
October 1, 2008 you will be paid 30 days salary in lieu of 
notice due to you. 

Regards, 

For HDFC Bank Ltd. 

(Signature illegible) 

Anuj Mathur 

Senior Vice President- Human Resources 

Although, no one has appeared & filed any W.S. to 
contest the statement of claim by opposite party but It is 
pertinent to note that letter of termination does not contain 
any reason but representation by management Ex-w-4 
before the Conciliation Officer indicates that during the 
tenure of applicant it was reported that he had opened 
multiple account of his family members to mop-up the 
numbers which is against the laid down norms of the bank. 
It has been further alleged that such action amounts to 
violation of laid down KYC norms beside tarnishing the 
image & credibility of the bank in the eyes of the customers. 


19. Clause 11 of the contract letter provides as 
mentioned below :- 

“11. This contract may be terminated by either party 
giving to the other not less than one month’s and 
not more than thirty day’s prior written notice to 
that effect expiring at any time after the 
commencement of your service hereunder or by the 
Bank paying you one month’s basic salary in lieu of 
notice (wherein before or after such notice of 
termination is given by you). The Bank shall be 
entitled, whether such notice of termination is given 
by you or the Bank to require you to proceed on 
leave at the time of receiving or giving such notice 
of termination or at any time thereafter. The unavailed 
leave may be adjusted against the notice period at 
the discretion of the management. The Bank shall 
also be entitled to terminate your services forthwith 
by paying one month’s salary in lieu of notice.” 

The above content of para 11 of the contract of 
service indicates that there is an agreement between the 
applicant & the employer for forthwith termination of 
service by paying one month’s salary as noted in the 
termination letter hence it cannot be said that procedure 
was not followed before termination. 

20. As far as application of Section 25-F of the Industrial 
Disputes Act is concerned it has been held in 2006 Supreme 
Court Cases (L&S) 38, Surendranagar District Panchayat, 
Appellant V/s Dahyabhai Amarsinh, Respondent, by 
Hon’ble Supreme Court in para 7 of the judgement, 

“. To attract provisions of Section 25-F, the 

workman claiming protection under it, has to prove that 
there exists relationship of employer and employee; that 
he is a workman within the meaning of Section 2(s) of the 
Act; the establishment in which he is employed is an 
industry within the meaning of the Act and he must have 
put in not less than one year of continuous service as 
defined by Section 25-B under the employer. These 
conditions are cumulative. If any of these conditions is 
missing the provisions of Section 25-F will not be attracted. 
To get relief from the court the workman has to establish 
that he has right to continue in service and that his service 
has been terminated without complying with the provisions 
of Section 25-F of the Act. The section postulates three 
conditions to be fulfilled by an employer for getting a 
valid retrenchment, namely:- 

(i) one month’s clear notice in writing indicating the 
reasons for retrenchment or that the workman has 
been paid wages for the period of notice in lieu of 
such notice; 

(ii) Payment of retrenchment compensation which shall 
be equivalent to 15 days’ average pay for every 
completed year of continuous service or any part 
thereof, in excess of six months; 
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(iii) A notice to the appropriate Government in the 
prescribed manner.” 

21. The above said position clearly indicates that as the 
applicant has failed in his claim to be a workman within the 
meaning of section 2(s) of the Industrial Disputes Act 
hence, provision of section 25-F is not attracted. It is also 
important to mention that to prove the continuous service 
of 240 days in a year immediately preceding the date of 
termination except the affidavit applicant has not filed any 
record of attendance or payment of salary to make an 
assessment on this point. He has also not produced in 
evidence any fellow worker in support of this contention. 
From the above fact & circumstances, it is clear that benefit 
of section 25-F of the Industrial Disputes Act cannot be 
extended in the case of applicant. 

22. As far as the violation of section 25-G & 25-H is 
concerned the applicant has alleged in para 6 of the 
statement of claim that new person has been engaged in 
violation of section 25-G & 25-H of the Industrial Disputes 
Act but he has not given any detail of the person who has 
been employed after his termination. Similarly, no evidence 
has been laid about the violation of principle of ‘last come 
first go’ in the matter of retrenchment. Statement of claim 
also lacks detail on this point. 

23. In view of above discussions, the applicant has 
failed to prove that action of the management in terminating 
the services was in violation of section 25-F, 25-G & 25-H 
of the Industrial Disputes Act. Therefore, it is held that 
action of the management of HDFC Bank Ltd. in terminating 
the services of Sh. Mahendra Kumar w.e.f. 24.11.2010 is 
not illegal & unjustified. Resultantly, the workman is not 
entitled to any relief. The reference under adjudication is 
answered accordingly. 

24. Award as above. 

BHARAT PANDEY, Presiding Officer 
14 3FTF4, 2014 

W.34. 2288.—3||^llR|ch fel^ 1947 (1947 

44 14) 4ft «TRT 17 3 4^#4 FK44F ^ 

WRT4 4^ FT45 PidkcbT sfk 4447 4^440 ^ #4 3FJ44 3 
fftfe 3)k)Pl4> f44T4ft' 4)-S\l4 *K4>K 3)klPl4> 3#)4ITW3I4 
-4I4M4 41 4414 (27/2013) 4ft 444^14 44t?ft t 44 

^#4 FF44F 4ft 11/08/2014 '44 UTFT 34 411 

[FT. 4^1-12011/63/2012-34^347 (4t-II)] 

Tf4 ^447, 3T^4FT 3#[44Ft 

New Delhi, the 14th August, 2014 

S.O. 2288. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 27/2013) 


of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Indian Bank, and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 
11/08/2014. 

[No. L-12011/63/2012-IR (B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
CHENNAI 

Friday, the 18th July, 2014 

Present : K. P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 27/2013 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between 
the Management of Indian Bank and their workman) 

BETWEEN 

The Deputy General Secretary : 1st Party/ 

Indian Bank Employees Union Petitioner Union 

No. 6, Moore Street, Mannady Corner 
Chennai-600001 

AND 

The General Manager : 2nd Party/ 

Indian Bank, Zonal Office Respondent 

359, Dr. Nanjappa Road 
Coimbatore-641018 

Appearance: 

For the 1st Party/ : Sri J. Thomas Jeyaprabhakaran, 
Petitioner Union Authorized Representative 

For the 2nd Party/ : M/s T.S. Gopalan & Co., Advocate 
Management 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment vide its Order No. L-12011/63/2012-1R (B-II) 
dated 11.02.2013 referred the Industrial Dispute between 
the above referred parties for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is : 

“Whether the action of the Management of Indian 
Bank, Zonal Office, Coimbatore regarding imposition 
of the punishment of “Be brought down to a lower 
stage in the scale of pay one stage upon S/Sri A. 
Muthukrishnan, Sr. No. 54406, N. Soundaramuthu, 
Sr. No. 54435, N.M. Subramanian, Sr. No. 27391, A. 
Panneer Selvaraj, Sr. No. 54022, C.A. Prakash Babu, 
Sr. No. 54459 and V.E. Annamalai, Sr. No. 55382, 
Clerks, Tiruppur Branch, is legal and justified? What 
relief the workmen concerned are entitled to?” 
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2. On the receipt of Industrial Dispute, this Tribunal 
has numbered it as ID 27/2013 and sent notices to both 
sides. The petitioner has entered appearance through 
Authorized Representative and Respondent through 
counsel and filed their claim and counter statement 
respectively. After the counter statement was filed, the 
petitioner has filed rejoinder. 

3. The averments in the Claim Statement filed by the 
petitioner in brief are these : 

The petitioner has raised the dispute regarding the 
action taken by the Respondent awarding punishment of 
bringing down the pay by one stage on 6 employees named 
in the schedule of reference working in Tiruppur branch 
of the bank. All these employees were discharging their 
duties faithfully, sincerely and efficiently. While they are 
at Tiruppur branch, certain frauds were perpetrated by the 
Jewel Appraiser of the Branch who managed to avail 
jewel loans by pledging spurious jewels in the names 
of various customers. After this fact was detected, the 
employees in question were issued with Charge Sheets 
alleging that they had debited withdrawal slip / cheque 
and issued token for cash withdrawal even though the 
borrowers had not come to the branch in person and 
without verifying the identity of the presenter of the 
instrument and they had made cash payment without 
verifying the identity of the recipients. On enquiry the 
Enquiry Officer filed report finding the employees guilty 
and the Disciplinary Authority imposed the punishment 
of bringing down the pay by one stage on the employees. 
The Tiruppur branch is one with much work pressure. 
The branch administration had reposed much confidence 
on the Jewel Appraiser and he was given a free hand. The 
staff also in good faith believed the Appraiser and carried 
out certain actions in trust and belief. Even though the 
administration has brought out guidelines and procedures 
to be meticulously carried out this will involve 
considerable time. The deviation from the procedure on 
the part of the staff is because of the special circumstances 
in the branch administration. The action of the Respondent 
in imposing the punishment is illegal and unjustified and 
also a case of victimization, discrimination and unfair labour 
practice. An order may be passed holding that the 
punishment is illegal and unjustified and directing the 
Respondent to alter the punishment suitably. 

4. The Respondent has filed Counter Statement 
contending as follows: 

When the Inspection Team carried out inspection at 
Tiruppur branch from 31.05.2010, it was noticed that out 
of the 474 packets of pledged jewels, 21 contained spurious 
jewels. The jewels were appraised by the Jewel Appraiser, 
Damodaran. It was observed that the challans were in the 
handwriting of Damodaran and signatures in the challans 
were found forged. It was noticed that the proceeds of the 
jewel loans have been credited to the SB A/c of the 


borrowers and withdrawn through the signed withdrawal 
slip obtained in blank and later filled up by the Appraiser 
in his own handwriting. In some cases, the withdrawal 
slips have been filled up by the Appraiser and the 
signatures of the borrowers have been forged. Cash 
payments have been made by the Cashiers without 
verifying the identity of the payees. So disciplinary action 
has been taken against the concerned 6 Clerks who were 
working in Cash Section of Tiruppur branch during the 
relevant period. An enquiry was conducted separately 
against the 6 employees and they were found guilty of the 
charges. After issuing show cause notice proposing 
punishment, their pay was lowered by one stage. The case 
would not justify exercise of power under Section-11A of 
the Industrial Disputes Act. The findings are not perverse. 
So there is no scope to interfere with the punishment. 

5. The petitioner has filed a rejoinder denying the 
allegations made in the Counter Statement. 

6 . The evidence in the case consists of documents 
marked as Exts.Wl to Ext.W117 andExts.Ml to Ext.M18. 
No oral evidence was adduced on either side. 

7. The point for consideration are: 

(i) Whether the action of the management in imposing 
the punishment of bringing down the pay to a lower 
stage by one stage upon the employees named in 
the schedule of reference is legal and justified? 

(ii) What if any is the relief to which the petitioners are 
entitled? 

The Points 

8 . The pay of the concerned employees was brought 
down to a lower stage in the scale of pay by one stage on 
account of the alleged lapses and negligence on their part 
while disbursing jewel loans to certain borrowers. The 
inspection team of the Respondent who conducted the 
inspection had found that 21 packets of pledged jewels 
contained spurious jewels. The Appraiser of Tiruppur 
branch in which the incident had happened as found 
responsible for the fraud. The Respondent had found that 
the incident occurred because of the lapses on the part of 
the concerned employees. They had disbursed cash by 
withdrawal slip or cheque as the case may be without 
verifying the identity of the presenter and even without 
the borrowers coming to the branch in person. 

9. There is no case in the Claim Statement that the 
employees have not committed the lapses alleged against 
them. On the other hand, by way of justification of their 
lapsers, it is stated in the Claim Statement that there was 
pressure of work at the branch and it would not have been 
possible to carry out the guidelines and procedures 
meticulously. It is further stated that the employees had 
believed the Appraiser and carried out certain action in 
trust and belief. 
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10. The initial contention that has been raised by the 
counsel for the Respondent is that it is not a case where 
Section-11 A of the Industrial Disputes Act could be 
invoked and therefore this Tribunal is not competent to 
consider the validity of the action taken by the Respondent 
in the absence of any perversity or victimization. Under 
Section-11A of the Industrial Disputes Act the Tribunal is 
competent to set aside the order of the employer only if it 
is a case of discharge or dismissal. The counsel for the 
Respondent has referred to the decision in CASHEW 
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION LTD. VS. LABOUR 
COURT, KOLLAM reported in 1999 1 KLJ 406 and 2011 1 
LLJ 529 in this respect. While considering the case of 
reversion of an employee the Kerala High Court has held 
in the decision referred to earlier that if enquiry is fair and 
proper and in the absence of any allegations of victimization 
or unfair labour practice the Labour Court has no power to 
interfere with the punishment imposed. The Court has held 
that though Section-11A of the ID Act gives ample power 
to the Tribunal to re-appraise the evidence adduced in 
enquiry and also sit in appeal over the decision of the 
employer in imposing punishment, this applies only in the 
case of dismissal or discharge of a workman. This is the 
dictum laid down by the High Court, Madras in the Bank 
of India case referred to above also. 

11. Definitely the case on hand will not come under 
Section-11A of the ID Act, it being not a case of dismissal 
or discharge of the employee. So this Tribunal is not 
competent to appraise the evidence in the enquiry 
proceedings. 

12. In case Section-11 A is not applicable what is the 
procedure to be adopted by the Tribunal? Is the Tribunal 
competent to interfere with the punishment imposed on 
the employees in question? The matter is to be considered 
as if the Section-11A is not in the statute book at all. The 
position in such circumstances has been laid down by the 
Apex Court in the decision in INDIAN IRON AND STEEL 
COMPANY LTD. VS. THE WORKMEN AND OTHERS 
reported in AIR 1958SC130 and has been reiterated in the 
decision by WORKMEN OF M/S FIRESTONE TYRE AND 
RUBBER COMPANY OF INDIA (P) LTD. VS. 
MANAGEMENT AND OTHERS reported in 1973 1 SCC 
813. In the later decision the Apex Court has reiterated the 
position that when a proper enquiry has been held by an 
employer and the finding of misconduct is a plausible 
conclusion flowing from the evidence, adduced at the said 
enquiry, the Tribunal has no jurisdiction to sit in judgment 
over the decisions of the employer as an appellate body. 
The interference with the decision will be justified only 
when the findings arrived at in the enquiry are perverse or 
the management is guilty of victimization, unfair labour 
practice or acting malafidely. 


13. In the present case, it is not much disputed by the 
employees concerned that there were latches on their part. 
So there is no doubt that the finding of the Enquiry Officer 
is the only plausible conclusion flowing from the evidence 
in the enquiry and not a perverse one. So in the normal 
course, this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to sit in judgment 
over the decision of the Respondent. 

14. The next question to be considered is whether the 
Respondent is guilty of victimization, unfair labour practice 
or has acted in a malafide manner. In the Claim Statement, 
there is a contention that the management has resorted to 
victimization, unfair labour practice and has been behaving 
in a discriminatory manner. However, when the facts of 
the case are taken into account, there is no room for any 
such contention at all. Though there is a plea in the Claim 
Statement, effort has not been made to establish that there 
was victimization, discrimination or unfair labour practice. 
In view of the apparent latches on the part of the 
employees, the Respondent has imposed the punishment 
of bringing down the pay to a lower stage in the scale of 
pay by one stage. This by itself is not victimization but 
only the consequence of the latches on the part of the 
concerned employees. This cannot be treated as 
discrimination or unfair labour practice. 

15. It is also relevant to refer to the decisions in ROYAL 
PRINTING WORKS VS. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, 
MADRAS reported in 1959 2 MLJ 619 which was taken 
note of by the Apex Court. In the decision in DAVALS AB 
VS. NORTHWEST KARNATAKAROAD TRANSPORT 
CORPORATION reported in 2013 10 SCC 185. In the 
Madras decision it has been held that carelessness can be 
often been productive of more harm than deliberate 
wickedness or malevolence. It has also been held that 
misplaced sympathy can be of great evil and carelessness 
and indifference to duty are not the high roads to individual 
or national prosperity. The above observation has been 
emphasized by the Supreme Court in D AVALS AB case. 

16. It is the carelessness of the concerned employees 
that resulted in the Respondent giving several loans on 
the basis of spurious jewels. This could have been avoided 
if they were careful. This Court does not have the power 
to interfere with the punishment imposed by the 
Management in the absence of any victimization or unfair 
labour practice. 

17. The concerned employees are not entitled to any 
relief. The reference is answered against the petitioner. 

An award is passed accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 18th July, 2014) 

K. P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 
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Witnesses Examined: 

For the 1st Party/Petitioner : None 

For the 2nd Party/Management : None 

Documents Marked: 

On the petitioner’s side 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ex.Wl 

03.02.2011 

Charge Sheet issued to Sri VE 
Annamalai, Sr. No. 55382 

Ex.W2 

03.02.2011 

Charge Sheet issued to Sri A. 
Muthukrishnan, Sr. No. 54406 

Ex.W3 

03.02.2011 

Charge Sheet issued to Sri A. 
PanneerSelvaraj, Sr. No. 54022 

Ex.W4 

03.02.2011 

Charge Sheet issued to Sri CA 
Prakash Babu, Sr. No. 54459 

Ex.W5 

03.02.2011 

Charge Sheet issued to Sri N. 
Soundaramuthu, Sr. No. 54435 

Ex.W6 

03.02.2011 

Charge Sheet issued to Sri N.M. 
Subramanian, Sr. No. 27391 

Ex.W7 

18.02.2011 

Reply by Sri VE Annamalai 

Ex.W8 

18.02.2011 

Reply by Sri A. Muthukrishnan 

Ex.W9 

18.02.2011 

Reply by Sri A. Panneer Selvaraj 

Ex.WlO 

18.02.2011 

Reply by CA Prakash Babu 

Ex.Wl 1 

18.02.2011 

Reply by Sri N. Soundaramuthu 

Ex.W12 

18.02.2011 

Reply by N.M. Subramanian 

Ex.Wl 3 

05.05.2011 

Proceedings of the Departmental 
Enquiry held against Sri VE 
Annamalai 

Ex.W14 

05.05.2011 

Proceedings of the Departmental 
Enquiry held against Sri A. 
Muthukrishnan 

Ex.W15 

05.05.2011 

Proceedings of the Departmental 
Enquiry held against Sri CA 
Prakash Babu 

Ex.W16 

05.05.2011 

Proceedings of the Departmental 
Enquiry held against Sri A. 
Panneer Selvaraj 

Ex.W17 

05.05.2011 

Proceedings of the Departmental 
Enquiry held against Sri N. 
Soundaramuthu 

Ex.Wl 8 

05.05.2011 

Proceedings of the Departmental 
Enquiry held against Sri N.M. 
Subramanian 

Ex.W19 

05.05.2011 

List of Management Exhibits and 
Management Witnesses in the 
enquiry held against Sri VE 
Annamalai 


Ex.W20 

05.05.2011 

List of Management Exhibits and 
Management Witnesses in the 
enquiry held against Sri A. 
Muthukrishnan 

Ex.W21 

05.05.2011 

List of Management Exhibits and 
Management Witnesses in the 
enquiry held against Sri A. 
Panneer Selvaraj 

Ex.W22 

05.05.2011 

List of Management Exhibits and 
Management Witnesses in the 
enquiry held against Sri CA 
Prakash Babu 

Ex.W23 

05.05.2011 

List of Management Exhibits and 
Management Witnesses in the 
enquiry held against Sri N. 
Soundaramuthu 

Ex.W24 

05.05.2011 

List of Management Exhibits and 
Management Witnesses in the 
enquiry held against Sri N.M. 
Subramanian 

Ex.W25 

26.05.2011 

Letter from the enquiring 
authority enclosing the written 
brief submitted by the Presenting 
Officer 

Ex.W26 

23.05.2011 

Written arguments of the 
Presenting Officer pertaining to 
Sri VE Annamalai 

Ex.W27 

23.05.2011 

Written arguments of the 
Presenting Officer pertaining to 
Sri A. Muthukrishnan 

Ex.W28 

23.05.2011 

Written arguments of the 
Presenting Officer pertaining to 
Sri A. Panneer Selvaraj 

Ex.W29 

23.05.2011 

Written arguments of the 
Presenting Officer pertaining to 
Sri CA Prakash Babu 

Ex.W30 

23.05.2011 

Written arguments of the 
Presenting Officer pertaining to 
Sri N. Soundaramuthu 

Ex.W31 

23.05.2011 

Written arguments of the 
Presenting Officer pertaining to 
Sri N.M. Subramanian 

Ex.W32 

24.06.2011 

Covering letter by the Defence 
Representative enclosing the 
summing up 

Ex.W33 

24.06.2011 

Summing up pertaining to Sri VE 
Annamalai 

Ex.W34 

24.06.2011 

Summing up pertaining to Sri A. 
Muthukrishnan 
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Ex.W35 

24.06.2011 

Summing up pertaining to Sri A. 
Panneer Selvaraj 

Ex.W36 

24.06.2011 

Summing up pertaining to Sri CA 
Prakash Babu 

Ex.W37 

24.06.2011 

Summing up pertaining to Sri N. 
Soundaramuthu 

Ex.W38 

24.06.2011 

Summing up pertaining to Sri N.M. 
Subramanian 

Ex.W39 

11.08.2011 

Letter by the Disciplinary 
Authority enclosing the Enquiry 
Officer’s findings dated 08.07.2011 
pertaining to Sri VE Annamalai 

Ex.W40 

11.08.2011 

Letter by the Disciplinary 
Authority enclosing the Enquiry 
Officer’s findings dated 08.07.2011 
pertaining to Sri A. 

Muthukrishnan 

Ex.W41 

11.08.2011 

Letter by the Disciplinary 
Authority enclosing the Enquiry 
Officer’s findings dated 08.07.2011 
pertaining to Sri A. Paneer Selvaraj 

Ex.W42 

11.08.2011 

Letter by the Disciplinary 
Authority enclosing the Enquiry 
Officer’s findings dated 08.07.2011 
pertaining to Sri CA Prakash Babu 

Ex.W43 

11.08.2011 

Letter by the Disciplinary 
Authority enclosing the Enquiry 
Officer’s findings dated 08.07.2011 
pertaining to Sri N. 

Soundaramuthu 

Ex.W44 

11.08.2011 

Letter by the Disciplinary 
Authority enclosing the Enquiry 
Officer’s findings dated 08.07.2011 
pertaining to Sri N.M. 
Subramanian 

Ex.W45 

25.08.2011 

Reply by Sri A. Muthukrishnan 
to the Enquiry Officer’s findings 

Ex.W46 

25.08.2011 

Reply by Sri A. Panneer Selvaraj 
to the Enquiry Officer’s findings 

Ex.W47 

25.08.2011 

Reply by Sri CA Prakash Babu to 
the Enquiry Officer’s findings 

Ex.W48 

25.08.2011 

Reply by Sri N. Soundaramuthu 
to the Enquiry Officer’s findings 

Ex.W49 

25.08.2011 

Reply by Sri N.M. Subramanian 
to the Enquiry Officer’s findings 

Ex.W50 

25.08.2011 

Reply by Sri A. Muthukrishnan 
to the Enquiry Officer’s findings 

Ex.W51 

08.09.2011 

Second Show Cause by the 
Disciplinary Authority to Sri A. 
Panneer Selvaraj 


Ex.W52 

08.09.2011 

Second Show Cause by the 
Disciplinary Authority to Sri CA 
Prakash Babu 

Ex.W53 

08.09.2011 

Second Show Cause by the 
Disciplinary Authority to Sri N . 
Soundaramuthu 

Ex.W54 

08.09.2011 

Second Show Cause by the 
Disciplinary Authority to Sri N.M. 
Subramanian 

Ex.W55 

20.09.2011 

Reply to Second Show Cause by 
Sri A. Muthukrishnan 

Ex.W56 

20.09.2011 

Reply to Second Show Cause by 
the Disciplinary Authority to Sri 
A. Panneer Selvaraj 

Ex.W57 

15.09.2011 

Reply to Second Show Cause by 
the Disciplinary Authority to Sri 
CA Prakash Babu 

Ex.W58 

15.09.2011 

Reply to Second Show Cause by 
the Disciplinary Authority to Sri 
N. Soundaramuthu 

Ex.W59 

15.09.2011 

Reply to Second Show Cause by 
the Disciplinary Authority to Sri 
N.M. Subramanian 

Ex.W60 

22.09.2011 

Proceedings of personal hearing 
of Sri A. Muthukrishnan 

Ex.W61 

22.09.2011 

Proceedings of personal hearing 
of Sri A. Panneer Selvaraj 

Ex.W62 

22.09.2011 

Proceedings of personal hearing 
of Sri CA Prakash Babu 

Ex.W63 

22.09.2011 

Proceedings of personal hearing 
of Sri N. Soundaramuthu 

Ex.W64 

22.09.2011 

Proceedings of personal hearing 
of Sri NM Subramanian 

Ex.W65 

28.09.2011 

Orders of the Disciplinary 
Authority imposing the 

punishment of “Be brought down 
to lower stage in the scale of pay 
by one stage” on Sri A. 
Muthukrishnan 

Ex.W66 

28.09.2011 

Orders of the Disciplinary 
Authority imposing the 

punishment of “Be brought down 
to lower stage in the scale of pay 
by one stage” on Sri A. Panneer 
Selvaraj 

Ex.W67 

28.09.2011 

Orders of the Disciplinary 
Authority imposing the 

punishment of “Be brought down 
to lower stage in the scale of pay 
by one stage” on Sri CA Prakash 
Babu 
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Ex.W68 

28.09.2011 

Orders of the Disciplinary 
Authority imposing the 

punishment of “Be brought down 
to lower stage in the scale of pay 
by one stage” on Sri N. 
Soundaramuthu 

Ex.W69 

28.09.2011 

Orders of the Disciplinary 
Authority imposing the 

punishment of “Be brought down 
to lower stage in the scale of pay 
by one stage” on Sri NM 
Subramanian 

Ex.W70 

02.11.2011 

Appeal submitted by Sri CA 
Prakash Babu to the Appellate 
Authority 

Ex.W71 

02.11.2011 

Appeal submitted by Sri A. 
Panneer Selvaraj to the Appellate 
Authority 

Ex.W72 

30.12.2011 

Orders of the Appellate Authority 
to Sri A. Muthukrishnan 

Ex.W73 

29.12.2011 

Orders of the Appellate Authority 
to Sri A. Panneer Selvaraj 

Ex.W74 

29.12.2011 

Orders of the Appellate Authority 
to Sri CA Prakash Babu 

Ex.W75 

29.12.2011 

Orders of the Appellate Authority 
to Sri N. Soundaramuthu 

Ex.W76 

29.12.2011 

Orders of the Appellate Authority 
to Sri NM Subramanian 

Ex.W77 

18.02.2012 

Letter from the Indian Bank 
Employees Union to the Asstt. 
Labour Commissioner, Madurai 
raising the dispute 

Ex.W78 

02.05.2012 

Reply submitted by the bank’s 
administration 

Ex.W79 

04.05.2012 

Rejoinder submitted by the Union 

Ex.W80 

06.06.2012 

Reply to the rejoinder by the 
Bank’s administration 

Ex.W81 

29.06.2010 

Investigation Report in respect of 
the Jewel Loan fraud submitted 
by Sri N. Ravi, Vigilance Officer 

Ex.W82 

29.06.2010 

Letter submitted by V. Tamilkodi 

Ex.W83 

29.06.2010 

Letter submitted by V. Santhamani 

Ex.W84 

23.06.2010 

Interrogation statement obtained 
from R. Santhakumar 

Ex.W85 

22.06.2010 

Interrogation statement obtained 
from K. Senthil Kumar 

Ex.W86 

22.06.2010 

Interrogation statement obtained 
from K. Marimuthu 


Ex.W87 

22.06.2010 

Interrogation statement obtained 
from VE Annamalai 

Ex.W88 

22.06.2010 

Interrogation statement obtained 
from SS Raj an 

Ex.W89 

22.06.2010 

Interrogation statement obtained 
from A. Panneer Selvaraj 

Ex.W90 

09.06.2010 

Letter from S. Damodaran, Jewel 
Appraiser, Tiruppur Branch 

Ex.W91 

09.06.2010 

Interrogation statement obtained 
from S. Damodaran, Jewel 
Appraiser, Tiruppur Branch 

Ex.W92 

12.06.2009 

Loan Application of R. Santhosh 
Kumar 

Ex.W93 

12.06.2009 

Loan Application ofV. Santhamani 

Ex.W94 

12.06.2009 

Loan Application of V. Tamilkodi 

Ex.W95 

12.06.2009 

Loan Application ofV. Santhamani 

Ex.W96 

12.06.2009 

Loan Application of V. Tamilkodi 

Ex.W97 

12.06.2009 

Loan Application of R. Santhosh 
Kumar 

Ex.W98 

12.06.2009 

Loan Application of K. Senthil 
Kumar 

Ex.W99 

12.06.2009 

Loan Application ofV. Santhamani 

Ex.WlOO 

12.06.2009 

Loan Application of V. Tamilkodi 

Ex.WlOl 

12.06.2009 

Loan Application of R Suresh 

Ex.W102 

12.06.2009 

Loan Application of K. Senthil 
Kumar 

Ex.W103 

12.06.2009 

Loan Application of K. Senthil 
Kumar 

Ex.W104 

12.06.2009 

Loan Application of P. Suresh 

Ex.W105 

12.06.2009 

Loan Application ofV. Santhamani 

Ex.W106 

12.06.2009 

Loan Application of P. Suresh 

Ex.W107 

12.06.2009 

Loan Application of P. Suresh 

Ex.W108 

12.06.2009 

Loan Application of K. Marimuthu 

Ex.W109 

12.09.2009 

Loan Application of R. Santhosh 
Kumar 

Ex. W110 

23.09.2009 

Loan Application of K. Marimuthu 

Ex. Will 

22.10.2009 

Loan Application of K. Marimuthu 

Ex.W112 

12.11.2009 

Loan Application of K. Senthil 
Kumar 

Ex.W113 

18.11.2009 

Loan Application ofV. Santhamani 

Ex.W114 

24.11.2009 

Loan Application of K. Senthil 
Kumar 

Ex.W115 

29.01.2010 

Loan Application ofV. Santhamani 
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Ex.W116 

18.02.2010 

Loan Application of K. Senthil 
Kumar 

Ex.W117 

19.03.2004 

Letter from Syndicate Bank, 
Industrial Relation Division, Head 
Office, Manipal 

On the Management’s side 

Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ex.Ml 

10.06.2010 

Investigation report of M. 
Pothiraj, Sr. Manager and Mr. V. 
Ayyaswamy, Manager 

Ex.M2 

16.07.2010 

Show Cause Memo issued to VE 

Annamalai 

Ex.M3 

06.08.2010 

Reply to VE Annamalai to Show 
Cause Memo 

Ex.M4 

16.07.2010 

Show Cause Memo to A. 

Muthukrishnan 

Ex.M5 

06.08.2010 

Reply of A. Muthukrishnan to 
Show Cause Memo 

Ex.M6 

16.07.20.10 

Show Cause Memo to A. Panneer 
Selvaraj 

Ex.M7 

06.08.2010 

Reply of A. Panneer Selvaraj to 
Show Cause Memo 

Ex.M8 

16.07.2010 

Show Cause Memo to CA Prakash 

Babu 

Ex.M9 

06.08.2010 

Reply to CA Prakash Babu to the 
Memo 

ExMlO 

16.07.2010 

Show Cause Memo to N. 

Soundaramuthu 

Ex.Mll 

11.08.2010 

Reply of N. Soundaramuthu to 
Show Cause Memo 

Ex.M12 

16.07.2010 

Show Cause Memo to N.M. 

Subramanian 

Ex.M13 

06.08.2010 

Reply of N.M. Subramanian to the 
Show Cause Memo 

Ex.M14 

25.08.2011 

Reply by VE Annamalai to the 
Enquiry Officer’s findings 

Ex.M15 

08.09.2011 

Second Show Cause Notice by 
D. A. to VE Annamalai 

Ex.M16 

20.09.2011 

Reply to Show Cause Notice by 
VE Annamalai 

Ex.M17 

22.09.2011 

Proceedings of the personal 
hearing dated 22.09.2011 of VE 
Annamalai before the 

Disciplinary Authority 

Ex.M18 

28.09.2011 

Order of Disciplinary Authority 
imposing punishment to VE 
Annamalai, “be brought down to 
lower stage in the scale of pay by 
one stage”. 


M f^fl, 14 33W, 2014 

eFT.3TT. 2289—3iWrfwf^ 3##m, 1947 (1947 
^ 14) SfRT 17 ^ 31 ^-Rui $dl(?MK% 

^ WRRI ^ R5T5 fHdMdiT afR ch4<*>kT ^ #R 
37^«f«T 4' 3Mfe fs[RK 3 ^#4 TE^R 3lklPl=b 
SlflRfEWSET ^TRTTRRT, dLH* RT ERE ( #?4 E. 74/2004) 
E7T UcblRfld EE?ft I, RT RRR1R E7T 11/08/2014 RR WE 
isn Ell 

[E. RRT-12012/71/2004-3ITf 31R («ft-II)] 
RfR ^RR, WJRFT 3#RFRl 
New Delhi, the 14th August, 2014 

S.O. 2289. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 74/2004) 
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Lucknow as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Allahbad Bank, and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 
11/08/2014. 

[No. L-12012/71/2004-IR (B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW 

PRESENT: Dr. MANIU NIG AM, Presiding Officer 

I.D. No. 74/2004 

Ref. No. L-12012/71/2004-IR (B-II) dated: 19.07.2004 
BETWEEN: 

Shri Praveen Kumar S/o Sh. lag Mohan Agarwal 
Preet Vihar Colony Behind Shanker Flour Mill 
Dhushalpur Road, Majholi Distt. 

Moradabad (U.P.) 

AND 

The Regional Manager 
Allahabd Bank 

Regional Office, Huley Garden, langi Road 
Mirzapur (UP) - 

AWARD 

1. By order No. L-12012/71/2004-IR (B-II) dated: 
19.07.2004 the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi in exercise of powers conferred by 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) 
referred this industrial dispute between Shri Praveen Kumar 
S/o Sh. Jag Mohan Agarwal, Preet Vihar Colony Behind 
Shanker Flour Mill, Dhushalpur Road, Majholi Distt., 
Moradabad and the Regional Manager, Allahabd Bank, 
Regional Office, Huley Garden, Jangi Road, Mirzapur (UP) 
for adjudication. 
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2. The reference under adjudication is: 

“WHETHER THE ACTION OF THE 
MANAGEMENT OF ALLAHABAD BANK IN 
IMPOSING A PENALTY OF REMOVAL FROM 
BANK’S SERVICE W.E.F. 16.12.2002UPON SHRI 
PRAVEEN KUMAR IS LEGAL AND JUSTIFIED? 
IF NOT, WHAT RELIEF HE IS ENTITLED TO?” 

3. It is admitted case of the parties that the workman, 
Praveen Kumar was working as Clerk-cum-Cashier at 
Chapki Branch of the Bank when he was placed under 
suspension vide order dated 09.10.2000 and subsequently, 
was issued a major penalty charge sheet dated 31.03.2001 
for alleged gross misconduct regarding embezzlement. Shri 
K.R. Sinha was appointed as Enquiry Officer, who submitted 
his enquiry report on 04.04.2002 before the disciplinary 
authority with finding that the charges leveled against the 
workman were found to be proved. The Disciplinary 
Authority, on the basis of findings of the Enquiry Officer, 
issued a Show Cause Notice dated 27.07.2002 to the 
workman and proposed the punishment of ‘Removal from 
the service of the Bank with superannuation benefits’ and 
after granting an opportunity for personal hearing inflicted 
the said punishment vide his order dated 16.12.2002. The 
aggrieved workman preferred an appeal, which was rejected 
by the Appellate Authority vide order dated 09.06.2003. 

4. It has been alleged by the workman that there was 
flagrant denial of natural justice to the workman in course 
of the enquiry, in as much as he was not provided certain 
documents, requested by him during the course of enquiry 
which cause prejudice to him; therefore, the domestic 
enquiry is liable to be vitiated and the action of Allahabad 
Bank in dismissing the workman from the service of the 
Bank vide order dated 16.12.2002 be declared unjust, unfair 
and illegal and the workman be reinstated with full back 
wages and other consequential benefits. 

5. The management of the Bank in its written statement 
has denied the allegations of the workman’s union and 
has defended its domestic proceedings with submission 
that the workman had been afforded all reasonable 
opportunity given under rules; and the principles of natural 
justice were fully complied with; hence, there is no anomaly 
with it; and accordingly, has prayed that domestic enquiry 
proceedings conducted by it may be upheld and the action 
of the Bank vide order dated 16.12.2002 be declared just, 
fair and legal without any benefit to the workman 
concerned. 

6. After completion of the pleadings of the parties, 
following preliminary issues were framed in the presence 
of the parties vide order dated 12.04.2005: 

(i) Whether suspension order charge sheet, 
appointment of enquiry officer and order of 
punishment was issued by the incompetent officer; 


(ii) Whether the domestic enquiry held against the 
concerned workman was not fair and proper as 
alleged by the worker in his pleadings. 

The parties were called upon to adduce their 
evidence on preliminary issues. The parties filed 
documents in support of their respective case and 
adduced oral evidence. The workman examined himself; 
whereas the management examined Shri K.K. Sinha, the 
Enquiry Officers in support of their case. The parties 
availed opportunity to cross-examine each other’s 
witnesses. Both the parties forwarded oral arguments on 
preliminary issues. 

7. After hearing the parties’ authorized representatives 
of the parties and going through entire material available 
on record, following orders were passed on preliminary 
issues vide order dated 21.02.2007: 

“On careful consideration of entire evidence, I come 
to the conclusion that suspension order, charge 
sheet, appointment of enquiry officer, order of 
punishment is issued by the Competent Disciplinary 
Authority. Issue No. 1 is accordingly decided in 
favour of the management. 


In the aforesaid circumstances it cannot be said that 
the enquiry was conducted in violation of principles 
of natural justice. Non supply of investigation report 
does not result in miss-carriage of justice. 

Both the preliminary issues are accordingly decided 
against the worker. 

Fixed 22nd March, 2007 for evidence of the parties. 
Worker is directed to file affidavit of its witnesses 
on the date fixed after delivering the copies thereof 
to the management opposite party.” 

8. After the above order was passed, the opposite party 
filed an application, C-57 for modification of order dated 
21.02.2007; wherein the management cited case laws i.e. 
the workmen of M/s Firestone Tyre and Rubber Company 
vs. Management 1973 Lab I.C. 851 (SC), K.S.R.T.C., 
Bangalore vs. Jhon D’Souza 1995 Lab I.C. 119 (Karn.) and 
Bank of Baroda vs. G. Sriram & another 2003 Lab I.C. 2077 
(Andhra) wherein it was stated to be held that when Labour 
Court/Tribunal on preliminary issues regarding fairness 
of domestic enquiry comes to conclusion that such enquiry 
was fairly held, its jurisdiction is narrowed down and no 
further evidence needs be required regarding merits of the 
charges and the Labour Court/Tribunal would have no 
jurisdiction to record further evidence. Such procedure is 
to be adopted when domestic enquiry is vitiated. 

On above application of the management, the order 
dated 21.02.2007 was rectified vide order dated 30.10.2007, 
which reads as under: 
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“In the circumstances from the laws cited by the 
opposite party I have no other alternate then to 
modify my order 21.2.07 and I modify it as follows: 

FOR “Fixed 22.3.07 2007 for evidence of the parties. 
Worker is directed to file affidavit of its 
witnesses on the date fixed after delivering 
the copies thereof to the management 
opposite party.” 

READ “Fixed 22.3.07 for hearing of the parties under 
section 11-A of the I.D. Act, 1947. Workeris 
directed to argue on the quantum of 
punishment.” 

9. Admittedly, this Tribunal vide its order dated 
21.02.2007 disposed of both the preliminary issues in favour 
of the management and thereafter fixed next date for 
workman’s evidence; and on objection from the 
management vide application C-57, the order dated 
21.02.2007 was rectified, in view of law laid down by 
Hon’ble Apex Court and High Courts in workmen of M/s 
Firestone Tyre and Rubber Company vs. Management 1973 
Labl.C. 851 (SC), K.S.R.T.C., Bangalore vs. JhonD’Souza 
1995 Lab I.C. 119 (Karn.) and Bank of Baroda vs. G. Sriram 
& another 2003 Lab I.C. 2077 (Andhra). The predecessor 
in the office rectifying the order dated 21.02.2007 by 'fixing 
the date for evidence’ of the parties vide order dated 
30.10.2007 corrected the error committed by it in the 
procedure and fixed the next date ‘for argument on 
quantum of punishment’. 

10. Thereafter, the case remained pending due to 
cropping up of petty issues by the workman for seven 
years and finally the parties forwarded their oral argument 
on the point of quantum of punishment under Section 
11A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

11. Heard, parties and perused entire material available 
on record. 

12. It has been contended by the authorized 
representative of the workman that the order of this 
Tribunal on preliminary issues is wrong as he had been 
denied the opportunity of proper defence during the course 
of domestic inquiry, by non-supply of documents and 
interference of Disciplinary Authority in the inquiry. It 
was also argued that the charge sheet is vague and has 
contended that in the preliminary inquiry someone else 
was found responsible for misconduct; but the workman 
has been penalized by the punishment order after 
conducting an unfair domestic inquiry. 

13. Per contra, it was argued for management that the 
Court cannot sit in appeal or it cannot re-appreciate the 
evidence relied before Inquiry Officer; in as much as it 
cannot alter the order or punishment. It was submitted 
that the scope of invoking the powers given under Section 
11 A of the Act, by the Labour Court is confined to the 
condition that the Court should interfere with the order of 


punishment when it is disproportionate with respect to 
the misconduct committed or it is excessively harsh and 
shocking to the consciousness. It has further been argued 
that in the instant case the workman was given charge 
sheet for committing misconduct of “doing acts prejudicial 
to the interest of the bank’ i.e. embezzlement of the Bank’s 
money; and was penalized with the punishment of removal 
with benefits of superannuation, after conducting a 
thorough inquiry and this Tribunal vide its order dated 
21.02.2007 has found that “suspension order, charge sheet, 
appointment of enquiry officer, order of punishment is 
issued by the Competent Disciplinary Authority; and the 
domestic inquiry was conducted in accordance with the 
principles of natural justice and the workman was afforded 
all reasonable opportunity to defend himself’; hence there 
is no scope for this Tribunal to interfere with the quantum 
of punishment order as the same is well proportionate 
order, as the workman was punished for proved gross 
misconduct i.e. embezzlement. It has been submitted that 
the embezzlement of Bank’s money speaks ill of the 
honesty and integrity of the workman concerned. This is 
definitely an act prejudicial to the interest of the Bank. 
Such employees cannot be kept on the rolls of the Bank. 
It has relied on Bank of India vs Vishwa Mohan (1998) Lab 
IC2514. 

The bank management has further submitted that 
the Bank being a financial institution dealing with the 
public money and the employees of the Bank are required 
to exhibit utmost honesty and integrity in day to day 
transaction/functioning. The act of dishonesty or fraud 
or misappropriation or embezzlement constitute 
misconduct of serious nature warranting penalty of 
removal/dismissal. As the charges leveled against the 
workman were of serious/grave in nature, which were duly 
proved in the inquiry, therefore, the action of the 
management is justified. It has been argued by the bank 
that the aforesaid act of the workman has shaken the 
confidence of the bank in him and he is not fit to be kept in 
the services of the Bank, therefore deserves no interference 
into the quantum of punishment by this Tribunal. It has 
relied on Municipal Committee, Bandugarh vs. Kishan 
Baha and others 1996 Lab IC 1050. 

14. I have given my thoughtful consideration to the 
rival contentions of the authorized representatives of the 
parties and perused case laws relied on by them. 

15. In the instant case the workman was charge sheeted 
with the allegation of 'gross misconduct of embezzlement 
of Rs. 1,36,800 vide section 19.5 of first Bipartite Settlement; 
and during domestic inquiry, it has come out that the 
workman embezzled an amount of Rs. 1,36,800. The 
domestic inquiry and its findings were upheld by this 
Tribunal vide order dated 21.02.2007, holding that the 
suspension order, charge sheet, appointment of enquiry 
officer, order of punishment is issued by the Competent 






5878 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: AUGUST 23, 2014/BHADRA 1, 1936 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


Disciplinary Authority; and the domestic inquiry was 
conducted in accordance with the principles of natural 
justice; and the workman was afforded all reasonable 
opportunity to defend himself. Hence, after decision on 
the preliminary issues in the favour of the management, 
the workman has pleaded that the punishment imposed 
upon him is disproportionate and this Tribunal should 
interfere into it within the provisions provided under 
Section 11A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

16. Hon’ble Apex Court in B .C. Chayurvedi v. Union of 
India, (1995) 6 SCC 749 while discussing about the scope 
of judicial review, in disciplinary matters, has observed as 
under: 

“The High Court/Tribunal, while exercising the 
power of judicial review, cannot normally substitute 
its own conclusion on penalty and impose some 
other penalty. If the punishment imposed by the 
disciplinary authority or the appellate authority 
shocks the conscience of the High Court/Tribunal, 
it would appropriately mould the relief, either 
directing the disciplinary/appellate authority to 
reconsider the penalty imposed, or to shorten the 
litigation, it may itself, in exceptional and rare cases, 
imposed appropriate punishment with cogent 
reasons in support thereof.” 

In DG, RPF vs. Sai Babu (2003) 4 SCC 331, Hon’ble 
Apex Court has observed that: 

“6.Normally, the punishment imposed by 

a disciplinary authority should not be disturbed by 
the High Court or a tribunal except in appropriate 
cases that too only after reaching a conclusion that 
the punishment imposed is grossly or shockingly 
disproportionate, after examining all the relevant 
factors including the nature of charges proved 
against, the past conduct, penalty imposed earlier, 
the nature of duties assigned having due regard to 
their sensitiveness, exactness expected of an 
discipline required to be maintained, and the 
department/establishment which the delinquent 
person concerned works.” 

In United Commercial Bank vs. P.C. Kakkar (2003) 4 
SCC 364 Hon’ble Apex Court on review of a long line of 
cases and the principles of judicial review of administrative 
action under English law summarized the legal position in 
the following words: 

“11. The common thread running through in all 
these decisions is that the court should not interfere 
with the administrators’ decision unless it was 
illogical or suffers from procedural impropriety or 
was shocking to the conscience of the court, in the 
sense that it was in defiance of logic or moral 
standards. In view of what has been stated in 
Wednesbury case the court would not go into the 


correctness of the choice made by the administrator 
open to him and the court should not substitute its 
decision to that of the administrator. The scope of 
judicial review islimited to the deficiency in decision¬ 
making process and not the decision. 

12. To put it differently, unless the punishment 
imposed by the disciplinary authority or the appellate 
authority shocks the conscience of the court/ 
tribunal, there is no scope for interference. Further, 
to shorten litigation it may, in exceptional and rare 
cases, impose appropriate punishment by recording 
cogent reasons in support thereof.” 

In Union of India vs. S.S. Ahluwalia (2007) 7 SCC 
257 Hon’ble Supreme Court reiterated the legal position 
as follows: 

“8.The scope of judicial review in the 

matter of imposition of penalty as a result of 
disciplinary proceedings is very limited. The court 
can interfere with the punishment only if it finds the 
same to be shockingly disproportionate to the 
charges found to be proved.” 

In State of Meghalaya v. Mecken Singh N. Marak 
(2008) 7 SCC 580 Hon’ble Supreme Court stated that: 

“The punishment imposed by the disciplinary 
authority or the appellate authority unless shocking 
to the conscience of the court, cannot be subjected 
to judicial review. 

17. Hon’ble Apex Court in Administrator, Union Territory 
of Dadra and Nagar Haveli vs. Gulbhia M. Lad (2010) 2 
SCC (L&S) 101 has observed that: 

“The legal position is fairly well settled that while 
exercising the power of judicial review, the High 
Court or a Tribunal cannot interfere with the 
discretion exercised by the disciplinary authority, 
and/or on appeal the appellate authority with regard 
to the imposition of punishment unless such 
discretion suffers from illegality or material 
procedural irregularity or that would shock the 
conscience of the court/tribunal. The exercise of 
discretion in imposition of punishment by the 
disciplinary authority or appellate authority is 
dependent on host of factors such as gravity of 
misconduct, past conduct, the nature of duties 
assigned to the delinquent, responsibility of the 
position that the delinquent holds, previous penalty, 
if any, and the discipline required to be maintained 
in the department or establishment he works. 
Ordinarily the court or the tribunal would not 
substitute its opinion on reappraisal of facts. 

18. In the instant case the workman, was working as 
Clerk-cum-Cashier in Chapki branch of the bank and he 
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closed the cash balance on 05.10.2000 with cash shortage 
of Rs. 1,36,800. The bank was closed for 03 days i.e. from 
06.10.2000 to 08.10.2000 due to Dushehara Festival/Durga 
Pooja; and on opening the branch on 09.10.2000, the 
closing cash balance of 05.10.2000 was checked in 
presence of the workman. On physical verification/ 
checking the cash balance was found to be short by 
Rs. 1,36,800. The management through evidence proved 
before the domestic inquiry that the workman embezzled 
above amount and the domestic inquiry conducted by the 
management was upheld by this Tribunal vide its order 
dated 21.02.2007. The workman has not preferred any 
appeal against the preliminary order dated 21.02.2007, 
making the order final and binding on the parties. 

The Bank management has argued that the 
embezzlement of the Bank’s money speaks ill of the honesty 
and integrity of the workman concerned. This is definitely 
an act prejudicial to the interest of the Bank, which leads 
to loss of faith in the workman. In Air India Corporation 
Bombay vs. V.A. Ravellow 1972 (25) FLR 319 (SC) it has 
been observed that: 

“Once the employer has lost the confidence in the 
employee and the bona fide loss of confidence is 
affirmed, the order of punishment must be 
considered to be immune from challenge, for the 
reason that discharging the office of trust and 
confidence requires absolute integrity, and in a case 
of loss of confidence, reinstatement cannot be 
directed.” 

In Knhaiyalal Agarwal and others vs. Factory 
Manager, Gwaliar Sugar Co. Ltd. AIR 2001 SC 3645 Hon’ble 
Apex Court laid down the test for loss of confidence to 
find out as to whether there was bona fide loss of 
confidence in the employee, observing that: 

“(i) the workman is holding the position of trust and 
confidence; (ii) by abusing such position, be 
commits act which results in forfeiting the same; 
and (iii) to continue him in service/establishment 
would be embarrassing the inconvenient to the 
employee, or would be detrimental to the discipline 
or security of the establishment. Loss of confidence 
cannot be subjective, based upon the mind of the 
management. Objective facts which would lead to a 
definite inference of apprehension in the mind of 
the management, regarding trust worthiness or 
reliability of the employee, must be alleged and 
proved.” 

In State Bank of India and another v. Bela Bagchi 
and others AIR 2005 SC 3272, repelled the contention that 
even if by the misconduct of the employee the employer 
does not suffer any financial loss, he can be removed from 
service in a case of loss of confidence. Further in A.R 


SRTC v. Raghuda Shiva Sankar Prasad AIR 2007 SC 152 
Hon’ble Apex Court has observed that in case of theft, the 
quantum of theft is not import and what is important is the 
loss of confidence of employer in employee. 

19. Thus, the Bank being a financial institution dealing 
with the public money, the employees of the Bank are 
required to exhibit utmost honesty and integrity in day to 
day transaction/functioning. The act of dishonesty or 
fraud or misappropriation or embezzlement lowers down 
the reputation of Bank in public. The public loose their 
confidence in Bank, which affects Bank’s business and 
finally the national economy. 

20. Hon’ble Apex Court in (2011)1 Supreme Court Cases 
(L&S) 721 has observed that: 

“7. It is now well settled that the courts will not act 
as an appellate court and reassess the evidence led 
in the domestic enquiry, nor interfere on the ground 
that another view is possible on the material on 
record. If the inquiry has been fairly and properly 
held and the findings are based on evidence, the 
question of adequacy of the evidence or the reliable 
nature of the evidence will not be grounds for 
interfering with the findings in departmental 
enquiries. Therefore the courts will not interfere 
with findings of fact recorded in departmental 
inquiries, except where such findings are based on 
no evidence or where they are clearly perverse. The 
test to find out perversity is to see whether a tribunal 
acting reasonably could have arrived at such 
conclusion or findings, on the material on record. 
The courts will however interfere with the findings 
in disciplinary matters, if principles of natural justice 
or statutory regulations have been violated or if the 
order is found to be arbitrary, capricious, mala fide 
or based on extraneous considerations.” 

21. In the instant case the charge of embezzlement of 
the Bank’s money was found to be proved and principles 
of natural justice were properly observed while conducting 
the departmental inquiry; and also the findings of the 
Inquiry Officer were not found to be perverse. Therefore, 
under the facts and the circumstances and considering 
the laws, there is no justification in interfering with the 
order of punishment imposed upon the workman by the 
Disciplinary Authority for proved gross misconduct of 
‘embezzlement’. Accordingly, the workman is not entitled 
for any relief. 

22. Award as above. 

Dr. MANJU NIGAM, Presiding Officer 

Lucknow 
08th July, 2014. 
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14 37W, 2014 

W.3TT. 2290.—aMfro 3#rfWT, 1947 ( 1947 

14) STITT 17 ^ 3^ernr t}' qTTTR ^ ^ 
^ TPTS PH4NchT sfc <=b4=bKT ^ SFpJSf -q 
siklPicb f^nr^' y<ct,K siklPich stfeRwsrq 
"4141(44-11, ^ W (246/2012) ^ Wf?T7T Wl 

t # ^#4 7TTTK ^ 11/08/2014 ^1 WTTfSTT 2TTI 

[TT. ^-12012/69/2011-3^3^(^-11)] 
Tf5T ^TR, SPjqFT 3#[R7Rt 
New Delhi, the 14th August, 2014 

S.O. 2290. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 246/2012) 
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court-II, 
Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Vijaya Bank, and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 
11/08/2014. 

[No. L-12012/69/2011-IR (B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH 

Present : SRI KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 
Case No. I.D. No. 246/2012 
Registered on 4.9.2012 

Sh. Ravi Kumar, 

S/o Sh. Mahipal Singh, 

H. No. 113, Sector 29 A, 

Chandigarh. ...Petitioner 

Versus 

Dy. General Manager, 

Vijaya Bank, Regional Office, 

Sector 9C, Chandigarh. ...Respondents 

Case No. I.D. No. 213/2011 
Registered on 25.8.2011 

Sh. Ravi Kumar, 

S/o Sh. Mahipal Singh, 

Ex-Peon-cum-Sweeper, 

Vijaya Bank, Zirakpur, 

R/o House No. 113, Sector 29A, 

Chandigarh. ...Petitioner 

Versus 

I. Vijaya Bank through its 
Dy. General Manager, 

Regional Office, Sector 9C, 

Chandigarh. 


2. Vij ay a B ank, Zirakpur 

(Punjab). ...Respondents 

APPEARANCES: 

For the workman : Sh. Raj Kaushik Adv. 

For the Management : Sh. K. P. S. Dhillon Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on 2.6.2014 

This order will dispose of Reference No. 246 of 2012 
and 213 of 2011. 

Central Government vide Notification No. L-12012/ 
69/201 l-IR(B-II)) Dated 31.8.2012, by exercising its powers 
under Section 10 sub-section (1) Clause (d) and sub¬ 
section (2-A) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(hereinafter referred to as ‘Act’) has referred the following 
Industrial dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:- 

“Whether the action of the management of Vijaya 

Bank Regional Office, Chandigarh in terminating the 

services of Sh. Ravi Kumar, S/o Sh. Mahipal w.e.f. 

5.2.11 is legal and justified? What relief the 

concerned workman is entitled to?” 

The workman submitted statement of claim pleading 
that he was appointed as Peon-cum-Sweeper by the 
respondent bank where he joined on temporary basis and 
he worked with the management till 5.2.2011 when his 
services were terminated. That he has completed 240 days 
of service and the management terminated his services in 
violation of the provisions of Section 25F of the Act. That 
his termination being illegal, he be reinstated in service. 

Respondent management filed written statement 
pleading that workman was engaged temporarily on 
account of increase in the work on daily wages and he 
worked only for 53 days. He was not appointed on any 
post. That the bank was not required to follows the 
provisions of the Act. 

A similar reference was also presented by the 
workman in this Court which was numbered as Reference 
No. 213/2011 and both the references were ordered to be 
consolidated vide order dated 29.4.2013 passed in 
reference No. 213/2011. 

The workman did not lead any evidence and made a 
statement on 13.5.2014 in order to withdraw the reference. 
None appeared person from the side of the workman and 
management on 19.5.2014 when the case was fixed for 
hearing and on that count workman and the management 
were proceeded against ex parte. 

Since the workman did not lead any evidence in 
support of his case, it cannot be said that his services 
were terminated illegally and he is not entitled to any relief 
and both the references stands dismissed. Let hard and 
soft copy of the award be sent to the Central Government 
for further necessary action. 

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 
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^ ■fe#, 20 3RRR, 2014 

CKT.3TT. 2291.—4kl)Pl+ fRRU 3#m, 1947 (1947 
RR 14) +4 RRT 17 ^ 3t;jRU| 3 7R+R STR. <^J. itr. 
175 ^STff^R RRRlt, ROdSU +■ WRRI RZ TUTS Pd4M<*)Y 

afk +4 +rT ^ #r 3^4 4 4k)Pi+ f4Ru 4 
z444r tr+r 4k)Pi+ srfq^Rur or m ^ifwi-2, rrrr; 
z+TRR (^IMl 22/2013) R7T JJcblRfld 
7R+R R7T 5/08/2014 R7T WR 13R an I 

[4. ttq5-29011/37/2012-3r|31R (itr)] 

RfeR 44(4, 3RR Rf%R 

New Delhi, the 20th August, 2014 

S.O. 2291. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 22/2013) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court-2, Dhanbad now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of RQS & Kaoline Company, Mangalhat 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 5/8/2014. 

[No. L-2901 l/37/2012-IR(M)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO. 2), AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT : SHRIKISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer. 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under 
Section 10(l)(d) of the I.D.Act.,1947. 

REFERENCE NO. 22 OF 2013 

PARTIES : The Gen.Secretary, 

Mangalhat Khadan Mazdoor Sangh, 
Rajmahal, H.O. Pakur, 

Vs. 

The General. Manager 
RQS & Kaoline Co, Mangalhat, 

Rajmahal, Sahebganj. 

Ministry’s Order No. L-29011/37/2012-IR(M) dt. 11.1.2013. 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the : None 
workman/Union 

On behalf of the : Mr. B. B. Pandey, Ld. Advocate 
Management 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Small Industry 


Dated, Dhanbad, the 09th July, 2014 
AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under 
Sec. 10(l)(d) of the I.D. Act., 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No L-2901 l/37/2012-IR(M)dt.l 1.1.2013. 

SCHEDULE 

(i) “Whether the union should first submit notice for 
termination of settlement before raising the demand 
afresh?.” 

(ii) And whether the demand to continue the medical 
allowance and extra leave wages etc since the 
discontinuation of the same as per settlement dated 
15.03.2010 is justified.” 

2. Neither the Union Representative for the Manglahat 
Khadan Mazdoor Sangh,RajmahahPakur appeared nor any 
written statement filed on behalf of any workman nor any 
documents in spite of giving him the last chance for it 
after three Regd. Notices.Mr.B.B.Pandey,Ld.Advocate for 
the O.P./Management is present. 

Perused the case record. It appears that it has been 
all along pending for filing a written statement along the 
documents on behalf of any workman since its registration 
on 21.1.2013; since then three registered notices dt. 2.4.13, 
01.10.13 and 06.03.14 were issued to the General Secretary 
of the aforesaid Sangh on his address noted in the 
reference itself. The present reference as per its schedule 
relates to two issues, firstly for submitting notice by the 
Union for termination of settlement, and secondly as to 
the demand to continue the medical allowances and extra 
leave wages since the discontinuation of the same as per 
settlement dt. 15.03.2010 without any reference of any 
workman. So the reference itself is quite vague. Hence it is 
undeterminable for the reason of uncertain schedule. 
Therefore, it is closed as No Industrial Dispute existent or 
made out as per the schedule to the reference. Accordingly 
an order of “No Industrial Dispute made out” is passed. 

KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 

M PURO, 20 3RRR, 2014 

W.3TT. 2292.—3lj4)Pl+ fRRU SlfafWT, 1947 ( 1947 
RZI 14) +4 RRT 17 3137RUT 4 7R4TJ ffeRR 3TRRT 

+k 4)4>H PdPH^ RZ RRRTRT 47 TRT5 PH4M+I 3TR 

4)4+10 4/ 33^4 4' 3)WlPl+ fRRU 4 

TR+R 3)WlPl + 3#RfRU Ref 8RT -4I4M4-2, SRTRTT RZ 

4rr (4t4 tr§41 31/2013) +4 y+iP/id rrr) 14r 

TR+R RTt 5/08/2014 R7T WR 13R RT I 

[4. TRU30011/54/2012-3Rf3TR (itr)] 
RPRTT, 3RR Rf%IR 
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New Delhi, the 20th August, 2014 

S.O. 2292. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 31/2013) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court-2, Dhanbad now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Indian Oil Corporation Limited and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 5/8/2014. 

[No. L-30011/54/2012-IR(M)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO. 2), AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT : SHRIKISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under 
Section 10(l)(d) of the I.D.Act.,1947. 

REFERENCE NO. 31 OF 2013 

PARTIES : The Secretary, 

Shramik Vikash Parishad, 

PO : Barauni Refinery Township, 

E-l/86, Begusarai. 

Vs. 

The Executive Director, 

IOCL, Barauni Oil Refinery, 

Dist: Begusarai 

Order No. L-30011/54/2012-IR(M) dt.01.02.2013 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the : None 
workman/Union 

On behalf of the : Mr. K. N. Gupta, Ld. Advocate 
Management 

State : Bihar Industry : Petrolium & Gas 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 25th July, 2014. 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Sec. 10(1) 
(d) of the I.D. Act., 1947 has referred the following dispute 
to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order No. 
L-30011/54/2012-IR (M) dt.01.02.2013. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Management of Indian 
Oil Corporation Ltd.Barauni Oil Refinery by not 
signing the settlement on the movement of worker 
to Grade IX and payment of perks and allowances 
under Cafeteria approach was justified or not ? What 
relief he workmen are entitled to? 


2. Neither any Representative for the Shramik Vikash 
Parishad,Barauni,Begusarai,appeared nor any written 
statement with any documents filed on his behalf or any 
workman.Mr.K N.Gupta, Ld.Advocate for the O.P./ 
Management is present. 

On perusal of the case record of the Reference, I 
find that the instant Reference as under its schedule refers 
to an issue over the action of the O.P./Management in 
denying to sign the settlement on the payment of the worker 
to Grade IX and payment of perks and allowances under 
Cafeteria approach but it does not refer to the name of any 
worker or the workmen. So it appears to be an issue of 
universal nature .Yet on behalf of the O.P./Management. 
Mr. N. K. Das, the G.M./H.R for the O.P./Management as 
per his petition dt. 24.04.2014 has submitted that both the 
aforesaid issues namely (a) movement of workman from 
Grade VIII to IX on 31st Dec., 2013 and (b) payment of 
perks and allowances under Cafeteria approach on 
30.09.2013 as per Bipartite Settlement and subsequently 
the Tripartite were finally settled before the RLC(C),Patna, 
respectively, and they have been implemented. 
Consequnetnly, the benefits under the above settlements 
have already been passed on to the employees. Under 
such circumstances “No Industrial Dispute” now 
exists.Hence, the case is disposed of by closing it as “No 
Industrial Dispute existing”. Accordingly, an order of “No 
Industrial Dispute” existent is passed. 

KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 
f^vfr, 20 3}W, 2014 

W.3TT. 2293.—3||iil[I|ch 3#m, 1947 (1947 

^1 14) tJRl 17 ^ 4' q,jd<bldl 

W WTT4 ^ [H4Mcbf 3jk <*>4 <*>kT TT 

3TJSTO 4' 3tk)p|cb -facJK 4' ^#4 71TTR 3lklPl=b 

3#[^RUt T7 8TO kld-bldl ^ W (W? WTT 

18/2002) ycblftlld T# t k ^#4 7R4TK ^ 5/08/2014 
W<\ 137T 8TTI 

[TT. -q^f-32011/2/2002-STT^STR CTB) ] 
JThTTf, W TTf%R 
New Delhi, the 20th August, 2014 

S.O. 2293. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby pubhshes the Award (Ref. No. 18/2002) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Kolkata now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Kolkata Port Trust and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
5/8/2014. 

[No. L-3201 l/2/2002-IR(M)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
AT KOLKATA 

Reference No. 18 of 2002 

Parties: Employers in relation to the management of 
Kolkata Port Trust 

AND 

Their workmen 

Present : JUSTICE DIPAK SAHA RAY, Presiding Officer 


Appearance: 


On behalf of the : 

Mr. M. K. Das, 

Management 

Industrial Relations Officer 

On behalf of the : 

None 

Workmen 


State : West Bengal 

Industry : Port & Dock 

Dated 

: 4th August, 2014 


AWARD 


By Order No.L-3201 l/2/2002-IR(M) dated 01.08.2002 
the Government of India, Ministry of Labour in exercise of 
its powers under Section 10(l)(d) and (2A) of the industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication: 

“Whether the action of the management of Kolkata 
Port Trust in not paying R.T. Allowance to the 
workmen i.e. Shri S. Sharma and Shri Bimal Das 
attending work at Berhampur side at par with the 
Junior Laboratory assistant-cum-Hydraulic Observer 
Shri Parthasarathi Moulick is justified? If not, to what 
relief the concerned workmen are entitled?” 

2. When the case is taken up today for hearing, none 
appears on behalf of the union/workmen though the 
management is represented by its representative. It appears 
from the record that none appeared on behalf of the union 
inspite of service of notice. Considering the above facts 
and circumstances and the conduct of the union it may 
reasonably be presumed that the union/workman is not 
interested to proceed with the instant reference case further. 

3. Considering the above facts and circumstances, 
instant reference is disposed of by passing a “No Dispute 
Award”. 

Justice DIPAK SAHA RAY, Presiding Officer 
Dated, Kolkata, 

The 4th August, 2014. 

20 3RTRT, 2014 

44.3TT. 2294.—3##m, 1947 (1947 
44 i 4 ) rrt sFj^rpjT 


7CT 44Rft 41 44444 41 R45 f44p44Tf afR 44+ 

<h4<hKT ^ #4 3RJ44 4' PdRy 3lWlPl+ f44T4 4 ^#4 
7R44T 3lWlPl + 3#14R4 Ref 44 -4I4M4, -q^ 

(R44 WTT 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 44, 45, 46, 72, 73 afa 
74/2008) 44 U+lftld 4R41 14l 7R447 RTf 5/08/2014 
44 W4 I|34 411 

[4. 474-29012/10,11,12,13,14,15, 
47,48,49/2008-3Jlf3TR (4R) , 

4. R7T-29012/72,73,74/2007-SllfsrR (44) 1 

4f4R 41441, 3RR 4lf44 

New Delhi, the 20th August, 2014 

S.O. 2294. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. Nos. 15,16, 
17,18,19,20,44,45,46,72,73 & 74/2008) of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, Jabalpur 
now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
Satna Stone Lime Company Limited and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
5/8/2014. 

[No. L-29012/10,11,12,13,14,15,47,48,49/2008-IR(M), 
No. L-29012/72,73,74 /2007-IR(M)] 

JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

PRESIDING OFFICER : SHRI R. B. PATLE 

Case No. CGIT/LC/R/15,16,17,18,19,20,44,45,46,72,73& 74/08 

Shri Ram Saroj Kushwaha, 

General Secretary, 

AITUC Distt. Parishad, 

AITUC Office, Sidharth Nagar, 

Post Birla Vikas, 

Distt. Satna (MP) .Workman/Union 

Versus 

The Managing Director, 

Satna Stone Lime Co. Ltd., 

6, Middle Road, Hasting, 

Kolkatta .Management 

AWARD 

(Passed on this 11th day of July, 2014) 

1. (a)The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No.L-29012(10)/2008-IR(M) dated 4-3-2008 
has referred the following dispute for adjudication by this 
tribunal:- 
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“Whether the lock-out of Satna Stone & Lime 
Company Ltd., Siding, Madhya Pradesh w.e.f. 
17-8-2000 was legal or not?” 

“Whether the action of Satna Stone & Lime 
Company Ltd., Siding, Satna MP in not paying wages 
w.e.f. 1-5-2000 to 17-8-2000 to Shri Lalji Garj S/o Shri 
Srimanan Narayan Garg and bonus and retrenchment 
compensation for the period 1999 to 2001 is just and 
legal? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 
to?” 

(b) The Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
vide its Notification No.L-29012(ll)/2008-IR(M) 
dated 4-3-2008 has referred the following dispute 
for adjudication by this tribunal:- 

“Whether the lock-out of Satna Stone & Lime 
Company Ltd., Siding, Madhya Pradesh w.e.f. 17-8- 
2000 was legal or not?” 

“Whether the action of Satna Stone & Lime 
Company Ltd., Siding, Satna MP in not paying wages 
w.e.f. 1-5-2000 to 17-8-2000 to Shri Durjan S/o Shri 
Munna Dhobi and bonus and retrenchment 
compensation for the period 1999 to 2001 is just and 
legal? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 
to?” 

(c) The Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
vide its Notification No.L-29012(12)/2008-IR(M) 
dated 4-3-2008 has referred the following dispute 
for adjudication by this tribunal:- 

“Whether the lock-out of Satna Stone & Lime 
Company Ltd., Siding, Madhya Pradesh w.e.f. 17-8- 
2000 was legal or not?” 

“Whether the action of Satna Stone & Lime 
Company Ltd., Siding, Satna MP in not paying wages 
w.e.f. 1-5-2000 to 17-8-2000 to Shri ChunnaTeli S/o 
Shri Ramdas Teli and bonus and retrenchment 
compensation for the period 1999 to 2001 is just and 
legal? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 
to?” 

(d) The Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
vide its Notification No.L-29012(13)/2008-IR(M) 
dated 4-3-2008 has referred the following dispute 
for adjudication by this tribunal:- 

“Whether the lock-out of Satna Stone & Lime 
Company Ltd., Siding, Madhya Pradesh w.e.f. 17-8- 

2000 was legal or not?” 

“Whether the action of Satna Stone & Lime 
Company Ltd., Siding, Satna MP in not paying wages 
w.e.f. 1-5-2000 to 17-8-2000 to Shri Dulria Chamaarin 
W/o Shri Tijola Chamaar and bonus and 
retrenchment compensation for the period 1999 to 

2001 is just and legal? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled to?” 


(e) The Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
vide its Notification No.L-29012(14)/2008-IR(M) 
dated 4-3-2008 has referred the following dispute 
for adjudication by this tribunal:- 

“Whether the lock-out of Satna Stone & Lime 
Company Ltd., Siding, Madhya Pradesh w.e.f. 
17-8-2000 was legal or not?” 

“Whether the action of Satna Stone & Lime 
Company Ltd., Siding, Satna MP in not paying wages 
w.e.f. 1-5-2000 to 17-8-2000 to Shri Jainarayan Garg 
S/o Shri Sriman Narayan Garg and bonus and 
retrenchment compensation for the period 1999 to 
2001 is just and legal? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled to?” 

(f) The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No.L-29012(15)/2008-IR(M) dated 
4-3-2008 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this tribunal:- 

“Whether the lock-out of Satna Stone & Lime 
Company Ltd., Siding, Madhya Pradesh w.e.f. 
17-8-2000 was legal or not?” 

“Whether the action of Satna Stone & Lime 
Company Ltd., Siding, Satna MP in not paying wages 
w.e.f. 1-5-2000 to 17-8-2000 to Smt.Sundi Kori W/o 
Shri Kaushal Kori and bonus and retrenchment 
compensation for the period 1999 to 2001 is just and 
legal? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 
to?” 

(g) The Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
vide its Notification No.L-29012(72)/2007-IR(M) 
dated 25-2-2008 has referred the following dispute 
for adjudication by this tribunal:- 

“Whether the lock-out of Satna Stone & Lime 
Company Ltd., Siding, Madhya Pradesh w.e.f. 
17-8-2000 was legal or not?” 

“Whether the action of Satna Stone & Lime 
Company Ltd., Siding, Satna MP in not paying wages 
w.e.f. 1-5-2000 to 17-8-2000 to Shri Achhelal 
Kushwaha S/o Shri Kallu Kushwaha and bonus 
and retrenchment compensation for the period 1999 
to 2001 is just and legal? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled to?” 

(h) The Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
vide its Notification No.L-29012(73)/2007-IR(M) 
dated 25-2-2008 has referred the following dispute 
for adjudication by this tribunal:- 

“Whether the lock-out of Satna Stone & Lime 
Company Ltd., Siding, Madhya Pradesh w.e.f. 
17-8-2000 was legal or not?” 
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“Whether the action of Satna Stone & Lime 
Company Ltd., Siding, Satna MP in not paying wages 
w.e.f. 1 -5-2000 to 17-8-2000 to Shri Faguna Chamaar 
S/o Shri Akali Chamaar and bonus and retrenchment 
compensation for the period 1999 to 2001 is just and 
legal? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 
to?” 

(i) The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No.L-29012(74)/2007-IR(M) dated 
25-2-2008 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this tribunal:- 

“Whether the lock-out of Satna Stone & Lime 
Company Ltd., Siding, Madhya Pradesh w.e.f. 
17-8-2000 was legal or not?” 

“Whether the action of Satna Stone & Lime 
Company Ltd., Siding, Satna MP in not paying wages 
w.e.f. 1-5-2000 to 17-8-2000 to Shri Raghunathdin 
Singh S/o Shri Ramsahay and bonus and 
retrenchment compensation for the period 1999 to 
2001 is just and legal? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled to?” 

(j) The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No.L-29012(47)/2008-IR(M) dated 10- 
6-2008 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this tribunal:- 

“Whether the lock-out of Satna Stone & Lime 
Company Ltd., Siding, Madhya Pradesh w.e.f. 
17-8-2000 was legal or not?” 

“Whether the action of Satna Stone & Lime 
Company Ltd., Siding, Satna MP in not paying wages 
w.e.f. 1-5-2000 to 17-8-2000 to Smt Booti Kolin W/o 
Shri Amir Kaul and bonus and retrenchment 
compensation for the period 1999 to 2001 is just and 
legal? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 
to?” 

(k) The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No.L-29012(48)/2008-IR(M) dated 
10-6-2008 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this tribunal:- 

“Whether the lock-out of Satna Stone & Lime 
Company Ltd., Siding, Madhya Pradesh w.e.f. 
17-8-2000 was legal or not?” 

“Whether the action of Satna Stone & Lime 
Company Ltd., Siding, Satna MP in not paying wages 
w.e.f. 1-5-2000 to 17-8-2000 to Smt. Ramsakhi Kauri 
W/o Shri Manmohan Kauri and bonus and 
retrenchment compensation for the period 1999 to 
2001 is just and legal? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled to?” 


(1) The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No.L-29012(49)/2008-IR(M) dated 
10-6-2008 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this tribunal:- 

“Whether the lock-out of Satna Stone & Lime 
Company Ltd., Siding, Madhya Pradesh w.e.f. 
17-8-2000 was legal or not?” 

“Whether the action of Satna Stone & Lime 
Company Ltd., Siding, Satna MP in not paying wages 
w.e.f. 1-5-2000 to 17-8-2000 to Shri Manmohal Kauri 
S/o Shri Chhotte Lai Kauri and bonus and 
retrenchment compensation for the period 1999 to 
2001 is just and legal? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled to?” 

2. All the twelve reference cases are taken up together 
as all are on a common subject matter and are 
interconnected with each other. 

3. Repeatedly notices are issued to parties since 2008. 
Both parties failed to cause their appearance and 
participate in reference proceeding. It appears that parties 
lost interest in dispute under reference. They failed to 
participate in the reference proceeding. Therefore award 
is passed as under:- 

“For non-participation of parties in reference 
proceedings, the dispute could not be adjudicated.” 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

Ff PjFvft, 20 31W, 2014 

W.3TT. 2295.—3||^lP|ch 1947 (1947 

RR 14) Rlt STKT 17 ^F SpjTRTT R ^#4 7TRFR TRTtR 

34*4^ 3TRT ffeRl ^F RRRR4 W, 7TR5 fFRRRFf 3pR RRR 

4>4cfkT ^f 4' PhR^. 3)WiPi<h Rtrr; 4' ^#4 

RRFR 3)WlPl<h 3TpRRRU Ref 9P4 W 

8/2014) Trt ycbipidd wt t Rl ^#4 rrfk 
5/08/2014 R4 TRT 7[34T *411 

[Tf. TRT-12011/12/2013-3R^31K (rr)] 

New Delhi, the 20th August, 2014 

S.O. 2295.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 8/2014) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Airport Authority of India and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 5/8/2014. 

[No. L-12011/12/2013-IR(M)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 30th July, 2014 
Present : K. P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 8/2014 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between 
the Management of Airport Authority of India and their 
workman). 

BETWEEN 

Sri V.R. Kannan : 1st Party/ 

Petitioner 

AND 

The Airport Director : 2nd Party/ 

Airport Authority of India Respondent 

International Airport Division 
Chennai Airport 
Chennai-600027 

Appearance: 

For the 1 st Party/ : Sri P. Rahunathan, Advocate 
Petitioner 

For the 2nd Party/ : M/s A.J. Jawad & Y. Shoukath, 
Respondent Advocates 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment vide its Order No. L-12011/12/2013-IR (M) 
dated 06.02.2014 referred the following Industrial Dispute 
to this Tribunal for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is: 

“Whether the action of the management of Airports 
Authority of India, Chennai regarding termination 
of the service of the petitioner, Sri V.R. Kannan w.e.f. 
02.02.2001 without following the provisions of 
Section-25(F) of the ID Act is justified or not? If not, 
to what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

2. After the receipt of the Industrial Dispute this 
Tribunal has numbered it as ID 8/2014 and issued notices 
to both sides. Both parties entered appearance through 
their counsel and filed their claim and counter statement 
respectively. 

3. The Respondent has raised a contention that the 
matter has already been decided by the Hon'ble High Court 
and is not maintainable before this Tribunal. 

4. The petitioner has filed Writ Petition No. 2022/2001 
before the High Court seeking regularization in the 
respondent establishment. On the basis of the judgment 


of Supreme Court dated 06.12.1996. The High Court has 
held: 

“This Court is not in a position to accept the 
contention that the petitioner has been continuously 
working with the First Respondent for 9 years till 
1997. There is no material whatsoever to support 
the factual issue that the petitioner was working as 
contract labour on the crucial date i.e. 06.12.1996, 
the date of judgment of the Supreme Court and he 
was in the employment of the First Respondent as 
on 11.05.1994”. 

5. The Writ Petition was dismissed for the above 
reason. 

6. The issue having been decided by the High Court 
already the petitioner is not entitled to raise the issue 
again. Therefore the reference is closed. An award is passed 
accordingly. 

K. P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined: 

For the 1st Party/Petitioner : None 

For the 2nd Party/Management : None 

Documents Marked: 

On the petitioner’s side 

Ex. No. Date Description 

N/A 

On the Management’s side 

Ex. No. Date Description 

N/A 

20 3TW, 2014 

W.3TT. 2296.—3tWilPl=b 1947 ( 1947 

14) ^ STITT 17 ^ SppPTT R ^#4 TTTTK STf.TpT.^.Tft. 
^ WTO ^ TOTS fHdMcbY 4>44 >kY ^ 

#4 3 3||^R|ch fTOR 3 ^#4 TR5FR ^IPlcb 

srfiwRUT -qcf m wrriTOT, wwf w (wf wtt 12, 

13, 14, 15/2013) 471 y=blfs!ld TOt I Wf i^#4 TR47R 47T 
5/08/2014 47T TRT an | 

[TT. -QW-30012/3, 4, 1,2/2013-3Tf3TR (PJT)] 

TTEFTT, WI TlfTO 

New Delhi, the 20th August, 2014 

S.O. 2296. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 12, 13, 
14,15/2013) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
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to the management of ONGC Limited and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
5/8/2014. 

[No. L-30012/3,4,1,2/2013-IR(M)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
CHENNAI 

Friday, the 18th July, 2014 

Present : K.P. PRAS ANN A KUMARI, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 12,13,14 & 15/2013 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between 
the Management of ONGC Ltd. and their workman) 


BETWEEN 

1. SriV. Ramesh : 1st Party/ 

Petitioners 

2. Sri N. Soundarajan & 2 Others 

3. Sri P. Aingarane & 2 Others 

4. Sri B. Mahendran & 10 Others 
AND 

The Asset Manager & Executive Director : 2nd Party/ 
ONGC Ltd., Cauvery Asset Respondent 

Karaikal-609004 

Appearance: 

For the 1st Party/ : M/s Row & Reddy, Advocates 
Petitioner 

For the 2nd Party/ : M/s P. Arulmudi & 

Respondent G. Balasubramanian, Advocate 


S. I.D.No. 
No. 


1. 12/2013 


2. 13/2013 


3. 14/2013 


4. 15/2013 


Reference No. 

& Date 

Name of the 

I Party S/Sri 

Name of the 

II Party 

Appearance 
for Workman 

Appearance 
for Respondent 

L-30012/3/2013-IR (M) 
dated 30.01.2013 

V. Ramesh 

The Asstt. Manager, 

& Executive Director 
ONGC Ltd. Cauvery 
Asset Karaikal-609004 

M/s Row 
& Reddy, 
Advocates 

M/s P. Arulmudi & 
G. Balasubramanian 

L-30012/4/2013-IR (M) 
dated 30.01.2013 

N. Soundarajan 
R. Varatharajan 
A. Nagarajan 

The Asstt. Manager, 

& Executive Director 
ONGC Ltd. Cauvery 
Asset Karaikal-609004 

M/s Row 
& Reddy, 
Advocates 

M/s P. Arulmudi & 
G. Balasubramanian 

L-30012/1/2013-IR (M) 
dated 30.01.2013 

P. Aingarane 
& 2 Others 

The Asstt. Manager, 

& Executive Director 
ONGC Ltd. Cauvery 
Asset Karaikal-609004 

M/s Row 
& Reddy, 
Advocates 

M/s P. Arulmudi & 
G. Balasubramanian 

L-30012/2/2013-IR (M) 
dated 30.01.2013 

B. Mahendran 

& 10 Others 

The Asstt. Manager, 

& Executive Director 
ONGC Ltd. Cauvery 
Asset Karaikal-609004 

M/s Row 
& Reddy, 
Advocates 

M/s P. Arulmudi & 
G. Balasubramanian 


COMMON AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment vide the order of references referred detailed 
below referred the IDs mentioned above to the Industrial 
Tribunal, Madras for adjudication. The IDs were numbered 
as ID 12,13,14& 15 of 2013 respectively. In all the IDs the 
parties have entered appearance through the counsel and 
filed claim and counter statement respectively. 

2. The schedule mentioned in the orders of reference 
in the above IDs are as under: 

ID 12/2013 

“Whether the demand of the workman Sri V. Ramesh 
for regular absorption in the ONGC on the grade 
they are employed at present is legal and justified? 
What relief the said workman are entitled?” 


ID 13/2013 

“Whether the demand of the workmen S/Sri N. 
Soundarajan, R. Varadharajan and A. Nagarajanfor 
regular absorption in the ONGC on the grade pay 
are employed at present is legal and justified? What 
relief the said workman are entitled?” 

ID 14/2013 

“Whether the demand of the workmen S/Sri P. 
Aingarane, G. Mahalingam and M. Muralitharan for 
regular absorption in the ONGC on the grade they 
are employed at present is legal and justified? What 
relief the said workman are entitled?” 

3. The averments in the in the Claim Statement in ID 
12/2013 are as below: 
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The petitioner joined the service of the Respondent 
as lunior Assistant Technician (Electrical). He has been 
working in the service and maintenance of Diesel Generator 
Set and other related electrical items at Kovilkallapal for 
ONGC Ltd. Cauvery Project, from 1995. Though initially 
he was working through various Contractors, later a 
Society was formed on the suggestion of the Respondent. 
This was done to avoid Third Party Contractors taking 
away a share of the profit. Though the petitioner was not 
treated as direct employee, the petitioner is fully qualified 
for being absorbed as lunior Assistant Technician 
(Electrical). He has got diploma in Electrical and Electronics 
Engineering with “C” license. He has undergone 
Apprenticeship Training under the Tamil Nadu Electricity 
Board. The petitioner has been continuously working with 
the Respondent from the year 1995. However, these facts 
were not taken into consideration by the Respondent and 
the Respondent has refused to absorb the petitioner in 
the service. The Respondent has taken fresh hands from 
outside without considering the request of the petitioner 
for absorption. The Central Government has prohibited 
engagement of Contract Labour under Section-10 of 
Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act. The 
petitioner has filed Writ Petition before the High Court of 
Madras seeking an order for absorption as regular 
employee with the Respondent. The Writ Petition 
alongwith other similar petitions were disposed of with a 
direction to the Central Government to refer the issue to 
the Tribunal. The High Court has also directed the 
Respondent to consider the petitioner for future vacancies. 
Though the petitioner has applied for vacancies for which 
applications were called for, he was not called for interview. 
Though the petitioner has put in 18 years of service he is 
getting a monthly salary of just Rs. 6,237/- only. At the 
same time a regular sanitary cleaner in ONGC is getting 
Rs. 30,000/- per month. The petitioner having worked for 
several years with the Respondent it will not be fair to 
deny him regularization. An order may be passed 
directing the Respondent to absorb the petitioner in the 
regular service of the Respondent with back wages, 
continuity of service, increments and other attendant 
benefits. 

4. The Respondent has filed Counter Statement 
contending as follows: 

The Respondent has never engaged the petitioner 
directly as Junior Assistant Technician. There is no 
employer-employee relationship between the petitioner and 
the Respondent the petitioner is a contractual worker and 
had worked under different Contractors. The 
appointments in ONGC are made as per its recruitment 
and promotion policy. The Respondent has not engaged 
any person on contract basis for jobs falling under 
prohibited categories. The petitioner should have made 
application for selection as directed by the High Court. 
Recruitment advertisement was published in all national 


dailies and also displayed in notice board of ONGC 
premises. The petitioner is not entitled to any relief. 

5. The petitioners in ID 13/2013, 14/2013 and 15/2013 
also have filed Claim Statements claiming that they are 
entitled to be absorbed in the regular service of the 
Respondent. The petitioners in ID 13/2013 are said to have 
been working in maintenance of cementing services work, 
drilling in ONGC Cauvery Project from 1991. According to 
them from 1998 they were working through a registered 
society viz. Oilfield and Coalmen Employees Society in 
which persons similar to them are members. They claim 
that they are having the necessary qualification and are 
entitled to be absorbed in the service of the Respondent, 
they having been working for the Respondent for several 
years. The three petitioners in ID 14/21013 are said to 
have joined the service of the Respondent as Junior 
Assistant Technician (Production). They are also members 
of Oilfield and Coalmen Employees Society. A Society said 
to have been formed on the suggestion of the Respondent. 
They have also claimed that they have sufficient 
qualification and are entitled to be absorbed in the service 
of the Respondent. The 11 petitioners in ID 15/2013 have 
joined the service of the Respondent as Driver and Helper 
and is said to have been working at the Base Office of 
ONGC for Cauvery Project from 1991. They are members 
of the Oilfield and Coalmen Employees Society. They have 
also claimed absorption in the regular service of the 
Respondent. In these IDs also the Respondent has filed 
Counter Statement contending that there is no employer- 
employee relationship with it and the petitioners, the 
petitioners having been employed through Contractors. 
It is further stated that the work done by any of the workers 
will not fall under the prohibited categories of employment 
under CLRA Act. 

6. The issue to be considered in all the matters being 
one and the same. All the IDs were tried together. Evidence 
is recorded in ID 12/2013. 

7. On the side of the petitioner, WWs 1 and 2 were 
examined and Exts.Wl to Ext.W30 were marked. On the 
side of the Respondent MW 1 was examined and Exts.Ml 
to Ext.M5 were marked. 

8. Points for consideration in the IDs are: 

(i) Whether the petitioners are entitled to absorption 
in the regular service of the Respondent in the grade 
in which they are now employed? 

(ii) What is the relief to which each of the petitioners 
are entitled? 

The Points 

9. The petitioners are even now working with the 
Respondent under different grades such Junior Assistant 
Technician, Drivers, etc. According to their own case, they 
are not direct employees of the Respondent. Initially, they 
were being employed through different Contractors. 
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According to them, it was as suggested by the Respondent 
itself a Society as formed with all the contract employees 
as members. On formation of the Society, the Respondent 
is said to have been employing them through the Society 
as a contractual agency. It is the case of the petitioners 
that they have been working for the Respondent for several 
years and for this reason they are entitled to be absorbed 
in the regular service of the Respondent. According to 
them they are all having qualification to be absorbed in 
the regular service of the Respondent. The Respondent 
has not specifically denied the case that the petitioners 
have been working for them for several years continuously. 
According to them, they were working under different 
contractors and so there was never employer-employee 
relationship between them. It is further stated by the 
Respondent that it has not employed any persons on 
contract in the categories in which there is prohibition for 
employing on contract. Thus according to the 
Respondents, they have not violated any law in accepting 
the service of the petitioners through contractual agencies. 
It is further contended by the Respondent that recruitment 
to the regular service of the Respondent could be in 
accordance with the recruitment rules only and therefore 
absorption of the petitioners in the service of the 
Respondent is not possible. 

10. Two of the petitioners have given evidence as WW1 
and WW2. They have only reiterated their case in their 
respective petitions, in the affidavit filed by them in lieu of 
Chief Examination. Much reference to the documents 
produced on behalf of the petitioners also is not required 
in the background of the facts of the case. 

11. The counsel for the Respondent has referred to Uma 
Devi’s case wherein the Apex Court has laid down that 
recruitment to the sanctioned post can be only in 
accordance with the recruitment rules and other accepted 
mode of appointment. Any other mode of appointment 
would in effect would be a backdoor entry, the Apex Court 
has stated, it is pointed out. Even while accepting the 
dictum on recruitment laid down by the Supreme Court, 
the case on behalf of the petitioners is that they are entitled 
to be absorbed in the service of the Respondent. The 
petitioners have referred to a few judgments of the Supreme 
Court and that of Madras High Court also in support of 
their argument. 

12. Initially, reference has been made to the long 
recognized decision of the Apex Court rendered through 
Justice Krishna Iyer in Hussain Bhai Vs. Alath Factory 
Thozhilali Union and Others where it has been held that 
the work done by the workman having been an integral 
part of the industry concerned, the raw material having 
been supplied by the Management, the factory premises 
being owned by the Management, the equipment used for 
the work belonging to the Management and the finished 
product having been taken by the Management for its 


own trade, the workmen concerned are the workman of 
the concerned employer. Though the above basic concept 
regarding employer-employee relationship broadly stated 
by Justice Krishna Iyer still holds good, this concept has 
undergone lot of interpretations and thereby lot of change 
as observed in the subsequent judgments rendered by 
the Apex Court. The question to be considered is whether 
the petitioners are still entitled to be absorbed in the service 
of the Respondent on the basis of the changed concept. 
Are the decisions relied upon by the petitioners helpful to 
them in this respect? One decision referred to on behalf of 
the petitioners is CATERING CLEANERS OF SOUTHERN 
RAILWAY VS. UNION OF INDIA AND ANOTHER 
reported in 1987 1 SCC 700. The workers in the above case 
were catering cleaners working in the catering 
establishments in various railway junctions. The Apex 
Court has found that the work done by them satisfies 
the conditions of Section-10(2) of CLRAAct. The Apex 
Court has directed the Central Government to take 
appropriate action under Section-10 of CLRAAct in the 
matter of prohibiting the employment of Contract Labour 
in the work of cleaning and catering establishments and 
pantry cars in the Southern Railway. The Apex Court also 
asked the Railway to abolish the Contract Labour 
System and regularize the service of the concerned 
workmen on its own motion. In the present case, there is 
no case for the petitioners that the work done by them is 
one that satisfies the conditions of Section-10(2) of CLRA 
Act. It is asserted by the Respondent that it had not 
employed any persons on contract basis under the 
prohibited categories. The Respondent has also produced 
two prohibitory notifications, Ext.Ml and Ext.M2 issued 
by the Central Government stating which categories of 
jobs are prohibited under the Act. So the above decision 
is not of any help to the petitioners since they are not 
coming under the prohibited categories of employments. 

13. Another decision referred to on behalf of the 
petitioners is SHANKAR MUKHERJEE AND OTHERS 
VS. UNION OF INDIA AND OTHERS reported in 1990 
(Supp) SCC 668. It was a case where the work of loading 
and unloading of bricks were brought in the prohibited 
category under Section-10 of Contract Labour (Regulation 
and Abolition) Act. The Apex Court has found that there 
was no justification for excluding the job from the purview 
of the notification and directed that those workmen who 
were doing the job and were retrenched are to be put back 
into service. The question whether a contractual employee 
is entitled to regularization was not considered in the above 
case. 

14. The decision in MISHRA DATU NIGAM AND 
OTHERS VS VENKATAIAH AND OTHERS reported in 
2003 7 SCC 488 is another decision referred to on behalf of 
the petitioners. However, this is also not applicable to the 
facts of the present case. In the above case the Apex Court 
has held that where a canteen was being maintained in 
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discharge of a statutory obligation and yet availed the 
services of a Contractor the workman would be the 
employee of the principal employer. 

15. In the decision RAM SINGH AND OTHERS VS. 
UNION TERRITORY CHANDIGARH AND OTHERS AND 
OTHER CASES reported in 2004 1 LLN 511 it has been 
held that whether a particular relationship between 
employer and employee is genuine or a camouflage through 
the mode of contract is essentially a question of fact to be 
determined on the basis of features of relationship, the 
written terms of employment and the actual nature of 
employment and has to be raised and proved before an 
Industrial Adjudicator. It was further held that without 
ascertaining through the industrial forum, factual aspects 
of inter-se relationship between the parties, the relief of 
regularization in service cannot be granted. In the present 
case, it is not pleaded that the contract by which the 
petitioners are working for the Respondent is not a genuine 
one and is only a camouflage. The petitioners did not 
raise any dispute regarding the nature of relationship 
between the petitioners and the Respondent. 

16. The counsel for the petitioner has also referred to 
the decision in RADHAKRISHNAN AND OTHERS VS. 
REGISTRAR, CENTRALADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
AND OTHERS, MADRAS BENCH reported in 2007 4 MLJ 
650. However, in this matter the consideration was 
regarding regularization of workmen who were directly 
employed by the Management. Same is the case in the 
decision in HINDUSTAN PETROLEUM CORPORATION 
LTD. VS. THE PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, CHENNAI 
AND OTHERS reported in 2008 4 CTC 819. In the above 
case it was established in evidence that the concerned 
workers were directly employed by the employer and that 
the Contract is sham and nominal. So the facts of the above 
case are also not in parimateria with the facts of the present 
case. 

17. In the decision in MAHARASHTRA STATE ROAD 
TRANSPORT CORPORATION AND ANOTHER VS. 
CASTERIBE RAJYA PARIVAHAN KARAMCHARI 
SANGHATANAreported in 2009 8 SCC 556, the Apex Court 
was considering a particular provision in the Maharashtra 
Recognition of Trade Unions and Prevention of Unfair 
Labour Practices Act, the Apex Court has held that the 
dictum laid down in Uma Devi’s case (2006 4 SSC 1) does 
not denude industrial and labour courts of the statutory 
power under Section-30 read with Section-32 of the said 
Maharashtra Act. In the absence of such a provision in 
the ID Act the dictum cannot be applied here. 

18. In the decision in BHILWARA DUGDH UTPADAK 
SAHAKARI LTD. VS.VINOD KUMAR SHARMA reported 
in CDJ 2011 SC 832, the Trial Court has found that the 
workmen were employees of the appellant and not 
employees of the Contractor. This finding was upheld by 


the Apex Court and thereby the regularization of the 
workers also. Thus it could be seen that the facts of 
the cases relied upon by the counsel by the petitioner are 
different. So the dictum laid down in those case could not 
be made applicable to the facts of the present case. 

19. The petitioners herein were admittedly working for 
the Respondent through Contractors. Even in the Claim 
Statement it is stated that at the beginning they were 
working through various Contractor and subsequently a 
society was formed on the suggestion of the Respondent 
to avoid third party contractors taking away a share of the 
profit. It is again stated in the Claim Statement itself that 
this forming of Society deny them the benefit of being 
treated as direct employees. Thus the petitioners have 
accepted the fact they were working through Contractors 
and not directly under the Respondent. There is no plea 
that they were directly employed. And no attempt has 
been made to let in any evidence to this effect also. 
Even now they continued to work for the Respondent on 
contract. The Respondent has produced Ext.Ml and 
Ext.M2, the notifications prohibiting employment of 
contract labour for certain types of jobs in its 
establishment. The work done by the petitioners will not 
come under these prohibited categories. So the 
Respondent was acting within the provisions of CLRA 
Act in employing the petitioners on contract basis. So the 
petitioners are not entitled to regularization as claimed by 
them. 

20. Even though the petitioners were working through 
Contractors, the fact remains that they were working for 
the Respondent for a long time though under different 
Contractors. They were working in the same position with 
the Respondent for years together. They were working for 
a much lesser amount than the regular employees. It was 
considering this aspect the Hon’ble High Court has 
directed in the common order in the different Writ Petitions 
filed by the petitioners that if any vacancies occur in the 
future in the Respondent institution the petitioners in 
whose favour there is prohibitory order and who are 
otherwise eligible shall be considered and preferences shall 
be given to them by relaxing age and other qualifications. 
The petitioners have stated in their Claim Statement that 
they filed applications to the Respondent when 
notifications of vacancies was issued by the Respondent. 
It is admitted by MW 1 also that they have applied for the 
post of Junior Assistant. According to MW1, the result of 
the petitioners are withheld. MW1 has even admitted 
during his cross-examination that the Respondent has 
written a letter to the Contractor on 24.02.2014 stating that 
if the workers are to get fair wages, they have to withdraw 
cases against the Respondent. Thus it could be seen that 
merely because the petitioner have raised the dispute, the 
Respondent has been taking a vindictive attitude. The 
petitioners who were working for the Respondent for years 
and years must definitely be competent enough to hold 
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the position in which they are working. It is for the 
Respondent to consider their applications giving relaxation 
in age, etc. as directed by the High Court and take a 
decision in the applications. The Respondent will certainly 
be benefited by doing so, the petitioners being now 
experienced and have become experts in their job. 

21. In the result the Respondent is directed to take 
decision in the applications filed by them for permanent 
placement with the Respondent within a month and inform 
them of the result. The reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 18th July, 2014) 

K. P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 

Witness Examined: 

For the 1 st Party/ : WW1, Sri P. Aingarane 
Petitioner 

WW2, Sri V. Ramesh 

For the 2nd Party/ : MW 1, Sri N. Marimuthu 
Management 

Documents Marked: 


On the side of the petitioner 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ex.Wl 

02.06.1995 

Registration Certificate of Oil and 
Field and Coal Mines Employees 
Society 

Ex.W2 

10.11.1997 

Bonafide Certificate issued by the 
Respondent 

Ex.W3 

09.03.1999 

Circular issued by the 
Respondent 

Ex.W4 

22.12.2003 

Deployment order issued to 
petitioners 

Ex.W5 

19.01.2005 

Agreement between the 
Respondent and the Oil and Field 
and Coal Mines Employees 
Society 

Ex.W6 

12.04.2007 

Movement order issued by 
Respondent 

Ex.W7 

10.03.2008 

Agreement between the 
Respondent and the Oil and Field 
and Coal Mines Employees 
Society 

Ex.W8 

27.01.2012 

Experience Certificate issued to 
petitioners 

Ex.W9 

- 

Bio-Data of Petitioners 

Ex.W10 

- 

Model Wage Register 


Ex.Wll 09.05.2013 

Ex.W12 11.02.2014 

Ex.W13 - 
Ex.W14 - 
Ex.W15 - 
Ex.W16 - 
Ex.W17 - 
Ex.W18 - 
Ex.W19 - 
Ex.W20 - 
Ex.W21 - 
Ex.W22 - 
Ex.W23 - 
Ex.W24 - 
Ex.W25 - 
Ex.W26 - 
Ex.W27 - 

Ex.W28 - 

Ex.W29 - 

Ex.W30 - 


Application of petitioners for the 
post of Junior Assistant accepted 
by the Respondent 

Oil and Field and Coal Mine 
Employees Society Members List 

Certificates of V. Ramesh 

Certificates of P. Aingarane 

Certificates of G. Mahalingam 

Certificates of S. Muralidharan 

Certificates of B. Mahendran 

Certificates of V. Sundharam 

Certificates of R. Ramesh 

Certificates of P. Murugan 

Certificates of C. Ramanujam 

Certificates of L. Saravanan 

Certificates of R. Suresh 

Certificates of M. Shanmugam 

Certificates of R. Ravichandran 

Certificates of U. Raja 

Bio-Data and Certificates of N. 
Soundararasu 

Bio-Data and Certificates of A. 
Nagarajan 

Bio-Data and Certificates of R. 
Varatharajan 

Certificates of P. Saminathan 


On the side of the Management 


Ex. No. 
Ex.Ml 


Ex.M4 


Date 

08.12.1976 


ExJMZ 08.09.1994 


Ex.M3 09.12.2010 


Description 

Prohibitory notification issued by 
the Central Government 
(Annexure R-II) 

Prohibitory notification issued by 
the Central Government 
(Annexure R-2) 

Common order in WP No. 17408, 
17552,19126,19127 and 20614 of 
1999 (Annexure R-3) 

ONGC’s Recruitment and 
Promotion Policy (MRPR-80) 
(Annexure R-4) 


Ex.M5 April 2013 Adv. No. 2/2013 (Annexure R-5) 
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^ f^ft, 20 37W, 2014 

W.3TT. 2297—aMfrofclT 3#rfWT, 1947 (1947 

14) qKT 17 ^ SFjTRH ^#4 7R+R 3TRTR1 

+ k 4|4/H feftfe RT WJcUl ^ TRES 3TR TT4) 

*4chKT is #r sr^'sr 4' aMfw f^Rir 4' 

7TRFR3iklPl + 3 #RRUTTt 4 9H4 «+i|ld4-2, fe#^ W 
(4 t4t4sTF 118/2005) +4 y+lf^ld +Rcft44f^44T7R+R 
+4 5/08/2014 +4 W7T13TT 8TTI 

[4. ^-30011/79/2004-331^3317 (PR)] 
4m4f, 33cr 7if%fcr 
New Delhi, the 20th August, 2014 

S.O. 2297. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 118/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court-2, Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Indian Oil Corporation Limited and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 5/8/2014. 

[No. L-30011 n 9/2004-IR(M)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRffiUNAL-CUM-LABOUR (OIRT-II, 
KARKARDOOMA, DEI,HI 110 032 
PRESENT : SHR1HARB ANSH KUMAR S AXENA 
ID No. 118/05 
Sh. Mahipal & 14 Others 
Versus 

Indian Oil Corporation 
No DISPUTE AWARD 

The Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
vide notification No L-3001 l/79/2004-IR(M)) dated 


13.10.2005 referred the following Industrial Dispute to this 
tribunal for adjudication :- 

“Whether the industrial dispute raised by Delhi 
Multi-Storeyed Building Employees Congress 
against the management of IOCL, SCOPE Complex, 
Case No. 2 Lodhi Road, New Delhi over regularization 
of service of 15 workmen (as per list attached) 
justified? If so, to what relief the concerned workmen 
are entitled?” 

On 20.03.2006 reference was received in this tribunal. 
Which was register as I.D No. 118/05 and claimant was 
called upon to file claim statement with in fifteen days 
from date of service of notice. Which was required to be 
accompanied with relevant documents and list of 
witnesses. 

After service of notice workmen/claimants Sh.Mahipal & 
14 others filed claim statement on 13.03.06 but against 
claim statement management not filed written statement. 

Right of filing of written statement of management 
has been closed by this tribunal on 01.08.2013 and 
13.09.2013 was fixed for Ex-parte evidence of workmen but 
workmen/claimant’s have not produced their ex-parte 
evidence on 13.09.2013, 30.12.13, 18.02.13, 28.04.14, 
09.06.2014. So, this tribunal on 09.06.2014 passed an order 
for passing no dispute award on 27.06.2014. 

In these circumstances I am of considered view that 
this is a fit case for passing no dispute award in want of 
evidence of workmen/claimant’s. Although several 
opportunities have been afforded to workmen/claimant’s 
to adduce their evidence in this oldest ID.No. 118/05. 

Reference is accordingly decided. 

No Dispute Award is accordingly passed. 

Dated: 27/06/2014 

HARB ANSH KUMAR SAXENA, Presiding Officer 


Printed by the Manager, Government of India Press, Ring Road, Mayapuri, New Delhi-110064 
and Published by the Controller of Publications, Delhi-110054. 































